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Section 1: Theorem

Chapter 1: Design Theorem

Design Hypothesis
My thesis focused on the architectural history of Atlanta, particularly honoring the city's lost design heritage in the form of a museum. The museum
will represent a bricolage constructed from the artifacts of Atlanta's fractured legacy and will exhibit characteristics of the city's fragmented evolution.
This would form a palimpsest symbolic of the city's architectural soul and transformation while also functioning as a catalyst and think tank that
encourages design inspiration, preservation, visionary thinking, and public engagement.
Architecture preserves a special kind of history which represents symbolic time capsules that, as a compilation, exhibit an assemblage of detailed
components illustrating an archive of Atlanta's evolution and legacy, expressed through design. For Atlanta, it is pivotal to recover this lost architectural
heritage by reconstructing the fragments that encapsulate the city's history and legacy. It is only knowing our history that we inspire to design ways
that historic and modern architecture can coexist in the future so that it amplifies the soul of a city like Atlanta.
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Abstract

One thing that is also hard to understand is why does the city of Atlanta continue to
destroy most of its remaining past and history when some of its deepest roots were wiped
out during the Civil War thus leaving a minimum of the city's evolutionary history in ash?
This alone should have given us all the reason to protect and cherish our development
history even more knowing that there is a chance that our legacies created in the past won't
last forever and for us not to erase it from our city's landscape even more as time progresses
on. Not only are we destroying history but we are also destroying the architectural legacy
created by architects as they have a hand in the evolution of history through design. How
can we regain our lost and forgotten heritage as a city and how can we learn from our
historical and architectural past to guide us towards developing for our future?

Architecture, it is a fabrication of human achievement, history, and it preserves the details
of our evolution. History is not just words on paper as it is also fabricated by the hands of
mankind as a physical formulation. Apart from literature, it is our experience of our built
environments that also links us to our past, present, and future. For cities like Atlanta, it's
unfortunate that development results in the shattering of significant and celebrated
architecture, weakening the historical connection for which it is designed to strengthen and
protect. If architecture is designed to enrich and preserve our history then why would we
feel it necessary to destroy it? Atlanta has always been a developer's city where the desire
to gain fortune overshadows the need to preserve the city's history and architectural
heritage. This has created a misfortune for the city in which the foundations of its legacy and
origination have been fractured as a result of its development over time, leaving its identity
in a state of fragmented ruin.
Today we live in a world where the development of our cities has resulted in the
destruction of our historical and celebrated architecture that stood as symbols of human
achievement and evolution. Without historic architecture, the original nucleus of our cities
and their architectural legacies will be lost forever, taking away our cities historical and
architectural depth and significance, along with their destruction. What can we do as
designers and developers to preserve what we can of Atlanta's architectural past and legacy,
especially if it exists in the form of any architectural entity that reinforces the memory which
details the essence of the city's developmental ambitions and history? Architecture
preserves a special kind of history which represents symbolic time capsules that, as a
compilation, exhibit an assemblage of detailed components illustrating an archive of Atlanta's
evolution and legacy, expressed through design.

The details of our past may not last forever and we must cherish what we can by
protecting what we can. We can examine many cities around the world and research how
they focus on the subject of architectural and historical preservation when it comes to their
individual views on the subject. Atlanta is a more difficult city to research in that regard due
to the city's development patterns and also for the fact that the city has destroyed and lost
much of its architectural history from the past. Many other larger and more historic cities
around the world have learned to cherish what they have built in the past and showcase their
historic buildings within their urban fabric as monuments that are developed and designed
around. This amplifies the qualities of their urban settings as well as broadens the historic
and architectural depths within these cities. The definition of architectural and historical
destruction is not necessarily based on the influences of profitable ventures by developers or
modern urban planning initiatives however it can also be defined as a result of war, natural
disaster, fire, and other catastrophic determinants. Eventually the connections to the past are
minimized over time and the architectural and historical depths of the urban fabric are
greatly diminished with out people really noticing it.

The city of Atlanta is slowly losing its connection to its historical and architectural past
due to the destruction of the time capsules of its past. Unfortunately this is a part of
Atlanta's development history and the process of history itself and people don't understand
how much they miss something as simple as a building until it is wiped away from their world.
There are many instances in the history of Atlanta's development that explain what kind of
city we are historically but we should persistently follow the examples developed by other
cities in order to protect our past history and architectural heritage from further
destruction. Unfortunately, most of the time the result of our architectural destruction is
unsatisfactory and extremely depressing as some sites that contained details from our
important past are turned into parking lots, large multi level parking structures, or other
unfortunate structures and uses that stand for nothing.

My site, which is located at the point of Atlanta's origination, is home to the celebrated
Zero Mile Marker which is preserved as a fragment that is the nucleus of the city's identity.
The site is encompassed by some of the oldest streets and properties in Atlanta, however, it
now lacks the architectural and historical depth and character that the location once
exhibited. Today, the Central Avenue Viaduct stands as the dominant feature of the site but
fragments of Atlanta's beginnings still exist as reminders of what was, what is, and what could
have been.
For Atlanta, it is pivotal to recover this lost architectural heritage by reconstructing the
fragments that encapsulate the city's history and legacy. It is only knowing our history that
we inspire to design ways that historic and modern architecture can coexist in the future so
that it amplifies the soul of a city like Atlanta.
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Thesis Objectives
>
>
>
>
>
>

> Collage: The composition of fragments into a larger representation as a whole.
> Palimpsest: Something that is recycled or re-represented as something else but retains

Create a palimpsest of Atlanta's fragmented architectural past.
Restoring of Atlanta's lost and destroyed architectural heritage and history

some representations of its original details and purpose.

Illustrate the importance of historical and architectural preservation.

> Bricolage: Something created or constructed from a diverse range of available things.
> Symbolic: Serve as a symbol.
: The center and most important part of an object, forming the basis for its
> Nucleus
activity and growth.

Reconnect Atlanta's lost architectural past to the present.
Give the city a chance to relive and experience its architectural history and development through
time by experiencing the fragments of it's architectural past.
Broaden the historic depth of the city that was once contained within the historical architecture of
the past.

>

Educate people about Atlanta's architectural history and help them learn and understand all areas of
Atlanta's architectural evolution through design.

>
>
>
>
>

: A piece or part of something that retains the details or significance of a larger
> Fragment
entity in which it came from.

Restructure the fragmented architectural heritage to reassemble Atlanta's destroyed architectural
legacy.

>
>

Key Terms

> Icon: A thing that is regarded as a representative symbol of something.
Artifact: An object created by mankind that is representative of architectural, historical,
> and
cultural ideals related to historical significance.

Provide designers and developers with resources to historical data and architectural details about
the city to help aid them in making future design and development decisions.

> Foundation: The underlying principles for which something was created or designed for.
: The relationship between elements of something complex, the construction
> Structure
of something according to plan or create an organization within something more to create

Create ways where historic and modern architecture can coexist within the city's core and beyond.
Develop a complete architectural archive for Atlanta.

something more dynamic.

Provide urban planners with resources that can help them plan better for the city of Atlanta.

> Repository: A place of building where things are to be retained for specific purposes.
Assemblage: A representative object created of pieces or fragments, a work of art
> created
by grouping found or unrelated objects.

Be able to forecast Atlanta's development into the future based on past and current situations.
Preserve Atlanta's architectural legacy and architectural history.
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The Fragmented City
Historically and Architecturally

Atlanta can be greatly understood as a fragmented city due to its development over time.
This fragmentation is clearly evident in the city’s historical development as this has created an
abstract representation that resembles a shattered identity. As one experiences Atlanta’s
architecture and history it is hard to imagine what direction the city is headed in the future.
Measures are being taken to rebuild the city’s identity by reconnecting its fractured landscape
and history through new urban planning initiatives that build off of Atlanta’s past and lost
heritage. One of the things that is still ignored is how important the city’s architectural legacy
is to its history and development. The fragments of Atlanta’s shattered past still exist
dispursed throughout the city, lay forgotten in landfills, dumped along the Chattahoochee
River, and repurposed as monuments that attempt to reconnect the past to the present. It is
ideal to relocate and reunite these fragments of Atlanta’s history in order to rebuild its
architectural and historical identity as an assembalge of its most cherished icons that
encapsulate the city’s soul. I will identify the causes of the Atlanta’s fragmented history and
develoment patterns inorder to reassemble the core of its identity.

Fig 1.1

Fig 1.2

Fig 1.3
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Hardy Ivy (1779 - 1842) was considered Atlanta’s first European settler as it was he who settled on his new
property that developed into what is now downtown Atlanta. This is where the history of the city began after the
Creek Indian Land Cessions of 1821. Hardy Ivy built a log cabin on the lot that is bordered by, what is today,
Peachtree Center Avenue, John Wesley Dobbs Avenue, and Auburn Avenue. The log cabin has long been erased
from the city’s history and one of Atlanta’s prime historic buildings, the AT&T building, constructed in 1929, now
inhabits the site. After the original cabin was destroyed, other home places were erected on the site in which the
most recent houses stood until the late 1920’s, to make way for the construction of the AT&T headquarters of
Atlanta. Little did Hardy Ivy know that his homestead would develop into the metropolis of Atlanta and
unfortunately there is little known about the area during the days which he lived and his influence on the
development of the city.

Atlanta’s Historical Beginnings

Hardy Ivy park in Peachtree Center was developed in the memory of him and his importance to the city’s
beginnings as being identified as Atlanta’s first settler. Ironically, the most incredible detail of the park is the
Carnegie Monument. The structure was designed by architect Henri Jova and constructed in 1997 as a pavillion
built from the fragments of one of Atlanta’s destroyed iconic buildings, the historic Carnegie library. In many ways,
the combination of Hardy Ivy park and the Carnegie Monument creates a desirable setting that details the city’s
history that spans more than one hundred years. There are very few examples in the city that showcases the
architectural legacy and history synthisised into a representation of Atlanta’s past identity. The city can capitalize
on this concept by rediscovering the fragments of its fractured history and reconnect them back together as a
construction detailing the legacy that was lost to development over time.

Fig 1.5

Fig 1.4

Fig 1.7
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Fig 1.6

A From
Town
Evolves
Terminus to Atlanta
Shortly after Hardy Ivy settled on a random hilltop in the Georgia wilderness, other settlers began to purchase
land lots all around the rolling landscape which would develop into what is now called Atlanta. During the late 1830s
the Western and Atlantic Railroad set out in search of a prime location where the tracks will terminate and in 1837
a stake was driven into the ground which would begin to evolve. Before the tiny settlement developed into Atlanta
the location was identified under two different names, Terminus and Marthasville.

Fig 1.8

Fig 1.9

Fig 1.10
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Atlanta’s origins will always be traced back to the development of the railroads, which began to penetrate the
southern backcountry in the 1830’s. The railroads made it possible for cities across the nation to grow extensively,
with or without major water transport systems such as rivers. In fact, Atlanta could not have existed without the
railroads and the Chattahoochee is was considered unnavigable north of Columbus. After two decades of stategic
planning and timely construction, the four major railroads built in Georgia by 1850, connecting at the point of
Atlanta Zero Mile Post.

1851

Many nineteenth-century Atlantan’s would describe the origins of the city as a consequence of the development
of the railroad. This theory portrayed the railroads as actively working in opposition to the city’s growth and
development. Stressing the active dislike of these organizations was a motivation of creating economic powers and
community action to make Atlanta grow and thrive. Determining the level to which the railroads actually
manifested compared to other places in opposition to Atlanta’s growth is not as important as acknowledging what
Atlantan‘s made of their beliefs of the railroads’ influence on the city’s development from the beginning.

1842

1846
Splitting the land

Fig 1.12

Fig 1.11
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Growing From the Tracks

Centered on the train depots, the city’s streets were aligned with the tracks, which were themselves defined
by the topography of the land which identified Atlanta as a city among the hills. At the end of the 1850s, there
were four major rail lines serving the city and linking the Southeast to many other cities across the nation. Even
before the Civil War, Atlanta was the point for resources, products, and markets between the Georgia coast,
inland markets, and eventually the Tennessee, Ohio, and Mississippi Rivers at a later time. This strategic location
certified Atlanta as a railroad hub connecting the Atlantic Ocean with the Mississippi River.

As the town known as Terminus grew around the Western and Atlantic ending point in the Georgia landscape
other railroad promoters who helped create the small village held some slight beliefs that there existed
possibilities of urban growth. Antebellum railroad managers carried no motivation to plan for or stimulate the
growth of Terminus at the time.

For nineteenth century Atlantans, the city’s early encounter with railroads was the beginning of a cause and
effect story and history. Atlanta represented of a city surrounded by economic powers that were submissive to
older cities in the nondeveloping plantation districts of the south. Atlanta’s troubles with the railroads in its
beginnings were the first obstacle that the town had to overcome in order for its metropolitan status could be
achieved.

Fig 1.13

Fig 1.14
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Fragmented By The War

Fig 1.15

Atlanta suffered terribly during the Civil
War which destroyed around fourty percent
of the city’s buildings. Atlanta’s industrial
influences and population made it an inviting
target. General W.P. Howard made a detailed
account that estimated that four to five
thousand buildings had been diminished to
rubble. Nearly a full year after Sherman’s
capturing of the city, Atlanta was a wilderness
of mud, rubble and ashes. Virtually every
warehouse, commercial building, and public
facility within the city’s business districts
were destroyed. As late as 1869, the walls of
many houses and buildings only remained and
a pile of charred and broken fragments filled
what was left of the interiors. This was
considered by many experts the death of old
Atlanta. To many visitors and new inhabitants
of the city, Atlanta’s recovery from the Civil
War was phenomenal. The war brought just
as much or even more destruction and
devistation to Atlanta than to any other
southern city but caused only a brief
hesitation in its growth.

1864
Fig 1.16

Fig 1.17
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Passenger Depot
In Ruins

The Ponder
House

Fig 1.18

Fig 1.19

Fig 1.20
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Atlanta After The Civil War
After the Civil War Atlanta continued to grow and recover and the city began to steadily transform into the
economic and industrial power that set it apart from many other southern cities. The need for building to support
an increasing population began to define the city’s built environment and infrastructure as many new roads, hotels,
and other building typologies had to be constructed to support this further growth. The city boundaries needed
to be expanded further out as the city grew over the years following the Civil War. Atlanta was being compared
to many busy northern citie’s as it was seemingly losing its southern charm and identity as it tried to keep up with
its own progression. This placed a high demand on city planning and development up to the twentieth century as
horse drawn steet cars were added to the city’s street scape in order to keep the city moving forward as it was
recommended to do by the ones who chose to rebuild.
The latter part of the nineteenth century was very architecturally prosperous for Atlanta as many substantial
and historic buildings were constructed throughout the city during this time. Many buildings such as the Flatiron
building, New Kimball House, Piedmont Hotel, Loews Grand Theater, Equitable Building, U.S. Customs House, all
were constructed during the last two decades. Unfortunately none of which exist today as Atlanta has created its
own kind of architectural Civil War on it’s own legacy that was carried over from the memories of what happened
to the city just years before.

1874
Fig 1.21

Fig 1.22
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Although its railroad infrastructure and most of its downtown buildings were destroyed
during the Civil War, the city quickly rebuilt itself as a distribution and mercantile center. In
1870, just five years after the war, Atlanta had increased to a city of 21,789 residents.

Rebuilding after the Civil War resulted in many Victorian style homes and buildings being built throughout the
city. Upper Peachtree Street witnessed an stream of wealthy merchants who built their luxurious homes along the
most important street in the city. These homes were much more destinctive in their architectural design than
most of the commercial and other merchantile buildings in the immediate downtown Atlanta area in which they
were located.

Atlanta: 1875

Fig 1.23

Fig 1.24

Atlanta: 1889

The new Georgia State Capitol Building was completed in 1889, designed by Edbrooke and Burnham, in a
Rennaisance and Classical Revival architectural style. During this time in the city’s history, the Capitol Building
stood taller than all other structures until the 1950s when the Fulton Nation Bank building eclipsed its height when
it was completed.

Fig 1.25

Fig 1.26
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Fig 1.27

New Kimball House

Fig 1.28

Architect: Lorenzo B. Wheeler
Completed 1885 | Destroyed 1959

Fig 1.30

Georgia State Capitol
Architect: Edbrooke and Burnham
Completed 1889

U.S. Customs House
Architect: William Appleton Potter
Completed 1878 | Destroyed 1930

Fig 1.31

Markum House
Architect: Unknown
Completed 1871 | 1896
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Fig 1.29

Fulton County Courthouse
Architects: William Parkins and Alexander Bruce
Completed 1883 | Destroyed 1911

Fig 1.32

Kimball House

Architect: William Parkins
Completed 1870 | Destroyed 1883

1892
Fig 1.33
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Fig 1.35

Fragmented By Racial Tensions

The dawn of a new century has created new life for the city of Atlanta as it continues to grow from the ashes
of the Civil War. Many changes have come to the city as the scale of its identity steadily increases during this
period and Atlanta had immensely developed into the economic and financial capital of the south. During this time
the historical and architectural depth of the city began to take hold as the sky was the limit for endless growth.
The Race riots of 1906 acted as as one of the wrecking balls in the city’s history as it destroyed any hopes for a
peaceful atmosphere within Atlanta. Many of Atlanta’s neighborhood sectors were already segregated due to the
negative race relations of the city however building continued at a record pace regardless of color.

1906
Fig 1.34

Fig 1.36
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Fig 1.37

Fig 1.38

Since the early 1900’s Atlanta has been racially segregated due to many circumstances and differences.
Atlanta has always been a very diverse city in many ways but the racial tensions stem to the beginning days of
the city’s beginnings. After the 1906 Race Riot many Atlantans, white and African American continued to remain
separated from one another by using the city’s infrastructure and developmental strategies as ways to keep
them apart from one another.

Today, the racial demographics still remain fractured as a result of the city’s past but the city has now identified
ways in which the future development of the city can be developed to break any boundaries that still exist.
Unfortunately this racial separation has been partly the result of how the city evolved over time and sometimes
urban design was used to divide neighborhoods and the city’s residents.
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Historical Design

Atlanta: 1910s

Atlanta experienced its first highrise building boom in the dawn of the twentieth century as many new
structures were completed over those first ten years. The majority of newer buildings built during this time
featured architectural styles such as Beaux-Arts, Chicago School, Romanesque Revival, and a few Palazzo style.
This particular architecural movement was significant around the world and made an unforgettable impact on
Atlanta’s architectural history and design. Just a few traces remain of these examples in the downtown core due
to the city’s development over time.

Fig 1.39

Fig 1.40

Peachtree Street

Fig 1.41

Fig 1.42
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Fig 1.43

Equitable Building
Architect: Burnham and Root
Completed 1892 | Destroyed 1971

Fig 1.47

Fig 1.44

Loews Grand

Fig 1.45

Architect: Thomas W. Lamb
Completed 1893 | Destroyed 1978

Francis Hotel

Architect: George W. Laine
Completed 1898 | Destroyed1988

Atlanta Terminal Station

Fig 1.48

Architect: P. Thornton Marye
Completed 1905 | Destroyed 1972

Fig 1.46

Empire Building

Architect: Hentz, Reid, Adler, and Shultz
Completed 1901

The Flatiron Building
Architect: Bradford L. Gilbert
Completed 1897
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Vertical Expansion
The period from 1895 to 1920 was an era of extraordinary expansion and growth for the city. In Atlanta, the
"New South" center was transforming from a Victorian town that desired to become the "Gate City" of the south
and leading metropolis of the region to a flourishing metropolitan area. Downtown was connected by streetcar and
then automobile to the city’s emerging suburbs and neighborhood commercial districts considerably beyond the
limits of the city. The growth was expressed both vertically, with new and taller buildings, and horizontally, with new
suburbs and neighborhoods. Atlanta’s skyline gradually filled with commercial office, as well as many hotels and
apartment buildings, to attract many newcomers, entreprenuers, businessmen, and visitors. As the urban density
grew, the city began to take on a different identity that no longer resembled even its most recent history.
This period witnessed the rise of the skyscraper in many American cities, a development embracing steel-frame
construction observable in cities across Georgia and especially in Atlanta. The skyscraper, made possible by the
development of the steel frame and by the passenger elevator, materialized as an advanced building type in Chicago
in the mid-to-late 1880s. One of the leading Chicago firms of this period, Burnham and Root, built the old Equitable
Building in Atlanta in 1892, considered by many to be Atlanta’s first skyscraper. The oldest surviving skyscraper in
Atlanta is the English-American Building, known as the Flatiron Building due to its thin wedge design. This form was
a consequence of the building's pie-shaped site at the intersection of two street grids located at the north edge of
the city's Fairlie Poplar district. Gilbert's Flatiron Building was followed by a series of turn of the century
skyscrapers in Atlanta. These include the Grant-Prudential Building by Bruce and Morgan, the Empire Building by
Bruce and Morgan, Fourth National Bank Building; refaced and enlarged, the Candler Building by George Murphy
and George Stewart, the Healey Building by Morgan and Dillon, with W. T. Downing as associate architect, and the
Hurt Building by J. E. R. Carpenter.
Fig 1.49

Fig 1.50

Fig 1.51
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Fig 1.52

Century Building
Architect: Morgan and Dillon
Completed 1902 | Destroyed N/A

Fig 1.56

Fig 1.53

Piedmont Hotel

Fig 1.54

Architect: Willis F. Denny
Completed 1903 | Destroyed 1966

Candler Building

Architect: George Murphy and Stuart
Completed 1906

Aragon Hotel

Fig 1.57

Architect: Unknown
Completed 1892 | Destroyed 1930

Fig 1.55

Third National Bank
Architect: Morgan and Dillon
Completed 1907 | Destroyed 1968

Atlanta Masonic Temple
Architect: John R. Dillon
Completed 1909 | Destroyed 1950
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Fig 1.59
Fig 1.58

Carnegie Library
Architect: Ackerman and Ross
Completed 1902 | Destroyed 1977

Fig 1.61

Hurt Building
Architect: J.E.R. Carpenter
Completed 1913

Fulton County Courthouse

Fig 1.60

Architect: A. Eyck Brown, Morgan and Dillon
Completed 1914

Fig 1.62

Winecoff Hotel
Architect: William L. Stoddart
Completed 1913
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U.S. Court of Appeals
Architect: James K. Taylor
Completed 1911

Fig 1.63

Healey Building

Architect: Morgan and Dillon, Walter T. Downing
Completed 1914

Fig 1.64

The Ponce

Architect: William L. Stoddart
Completed 1913

Fig 1.65

Hotel Ansley

Fig 1.66

Architect: Brinton B. Davis
Completed 1913 | Destroyed 1972

Sears and Roebuck
Architect: Nimmons and Company
Completed 1925

These tall buildings detail the changing styles in commercial office design from Romanesque
revival to the Chicago style and to the classical revival. in Atlanta The city’s Empire Building
illustrates the shift to a more practical Chicago style in office buildings, a functional appearance
reflective of the steel frame underneath. Philip Trammell Shutze's 1929 remodeling of the lower
exterior facade and inside lobby changed the building's character to classic Beaux-Arts, and its
dependance on historical design and ornament, converted and tailored to modern use, embodies
in a single building.
By 1929, of course, the tradition of neoclassicism was well established. Beaux-Arts-inspired
neoclassicism influenced a multitude of revivalist buildings throughout the country after the
Chicago World's Fair of 1893, and Atlanta's office towers, like other buildings of the time, began
to be fashioned in classical components. This is notable at the historic Hurt Building and
comparable revivalist trends are also expressed at the Healey Building where neo-Gothic, rather
than classical ornament was likely guided by architect Cass Gilbert's celebrated Gothic revival
skyscraper, the Woolworth Building in New York.

Fig 1.67

Georgian Terrace

The Beaux-Arts influence offered an sophisticated architecture of more traditional forms,
known for their refined ornament and classical style. While Atlanta's exceptional late-Victorian
and turn of the century homes started to be built further along Peachtree Street, Ackerman and
Ross built the ornate Carnegie Library. The building was demolished in the late 1970s to make
way for a more modern library, designed by renouned architect Marcel Breuer. A few large
fragments of the old library's facade survives as the Carnegie Education Pavilion, located today in
Hardy Ivy Park. The best surviving Beaux-Arts building in Atlanta is the Old Federal Post Office
by James Knox Taylor. Taylor's combined Federal Post Office and Courthouse is five stories tall
and clad in Georgia granite. The loading dock on the west side of the building constructed is
cast iron and glass, although the original has been modified some time ago. This magnificent civic
structure was the first ever million-dollar building constructed in the city of in Atlanta.

Architect: William L. Stoddart
Completed 1911

Fig 1.68

Imperial Hotel

Architect: Edward E. Dougherty
Completed 1911
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Atlanta Fire of 1917

During the 21st of May in 1917 the Great Atlanta Fire broke out on the east side of the city in the area known
as the Old Fourth Ward. The fire was one of the nations worst urban catastophies and created a void within the
city as it left the area charred for many decades while never truly recuperating from the destruction. Only the
burning of Altanta during the Civil War overshadowed the destruction created by the fire of 1917. The fire burned
over 300 acres of real estate, destroyed over 1,900 buildings, and displaced more than 10,000 people. The deep
history that was part of this location of the city was erased by nearly ten hours of buring fire that left nothing
more than the chimney stacks of homes still standing. Today, much of the land is still undeveloped and the majority
of what was left in ruin has been cleared to make way for green spaces that serve as recreational and pubilic use
areas.
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1919

Fig 1.73
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Atlanta Viaduct History
Vertical Fragmentation In The Downtown Core

As the railroad created a fractured landscape which separated city sectors, neighborhoods, districts, it stood
as a problem for many Atlantans to cross from one side of the tracks to the other. This resulted the development
of the downtown viaducts as a way to journey over the tracks and passing trains. The Broad Street viaduct was
the first one of many constructed in 1865 and was the initial and only wooden safe crossing to be built. The
structure was rebuilt several times since then but still remains as the original beginning of the concept for safe
passage over the railroad tracks and trains. All of the other viaducts were constructed out of steel or reinforced
concrete for strength and stability, however, the steel bridges were rebuilt as concrete passages later in time. As
the city and traffic grew in the city, more viaducts needed to be constructed in order to connect the upper
downtown region to the lower industrial and manufacturing districts. The construction of the viaducts was
possible the most important undertakings Atlanta has produced in order to keep the city developing and moving
into the future.
Construction of more viaducts continued from 1899 until the final elevated roadways were finished just before
the 1930’s. The impact of the viaducts on the city created a different level of existence and history as the first
floor of Atlanta’s oldest buildings now became unaccesible as the main street level was now at the second floor
height in some areas. Raising the street levels in this area created a lower level used for loading and loitering for
many years and this now hidden street level began to be unsafe and uninviting for most. This created a vertical
fragmentation of the downtown core as a new history began to take shape on another level due to the viaducts
construction, leaving the historical foundations of the cities beginnings covered by the light of the future.
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Downtown Viaducts
Marietta Street
(1899)
Peachtree Street
(1901)
Washington Street
(1909)
Bellwood Viaduct
(1913)
Spring Street
(1923)

Pryor Street
(1929)
Central Avenue
(1929)
Hunter Street
(1929)
Alabama Street
(1929)
Wall Street
(1929)

For the next four decades after the viaducts were all completed everything continued to thrive above ground
level as intended but what lay protected below was a timecapsule that wasn’t rediscovered until the later part of
the 1960s. Original storefronts of Atlanta’s past were rediscovered and many architectural features had survived
intact including decorative brickwork, granite archways, ornate marble, cast-iron pilasters, hand-carved wooden
posts, and even original gas street lamps. During the late 1960’s, realizing what was lost histroically and
architecturally, some developers formulated a plan to recapture this hidden and forgotten history by creating
what is known as Underground Atlanta. A constitutional amendment was passed in Georgia naming the area a
historic site during this time and now stands protected from demolition attemps by future developers.
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Streetcar Expansion
Creating The Cracks of Atlanta’s Growth

In the late 1800s, the Atlanta streetcar was known as the Nine Mile Trolley because it was created as a nine
mile circle around the city linking different neighborhoods. Virginia-Highlands and Inman Park increased in
popularity as the streetcars made them more accessible. These lines connected residents with downtown via
Ponce de Leon and Dekalb Avenue and also traveled as far north as Buckhead. Atlanta’s original streetcars were
eventually retrofitted, made electric and converted to function without tracks. These streetcars soon gave way to
buses, and the tracks were paved over to make way for vehicle traffic which would eventually take over Atlanta’s
streets. It was only a matter of time that many new neighborhoods developed around the city as it grew. This
meant the necessary expansion of the new electric streetcar system that would move Atlanta’s citizens in and out
of the city core as required on a daily basis. Streetcars and their development framed race relations in the city not
only by limiting who could ride them, but by also determining the geography of growth and access to jobs and
resources around the city. The impact of the streetcar system on the city created invisible lines within the city
social and economic structure and weakened some of the relationships between neighborhoods and the city’s
people over many decades. Today city officials are invested in the idea that the new streetcar system will
encourage people to not drive their cars and get on the trolley like many Atlantans did in the past.
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Fig 1.83

Fig 1.82

Fig 1.84
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Atlanta had grown into a completely developed metropolis by the 1920s. The city began to expand the
viaducts spanning the problematic railroads to the south. Electric streetcars transported citizens to new
in town neighborhoods such as Grant Park, Inman Park, and historic West End. The 1920’s also indicated
an era that was coming to a end. Atlanta reached its height of reconstruction, though its fate, like many
other cities across the country, was determined by the depression of the 1930s. During 1930 the second
Union Station was demolished along with the older historic city hall and the 1920s and 30s ushered in a
new beginning of modernization for Atlanta.
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Fig 1.89

Glenn Hotel
Architect: Waddy Wood
Completed 1923

Fig 1.93

Fig 1.92

Fig 1.90

Futlon Hotel

Fig 1.91

Architect: Emil C. Seiz
Completed 1924 | Destroyed 1970

Architect: G. L. Preacher
Completed 1925

The Biltmore Hotel
Architect: Schultze and Weaver
Completed 1924

Carnegie Building

Fig 1.94
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Medical Arts Building
Architect: G. L. Preacher
Completed 1927

Macy’s Department Store
Architect: Starrett and Van Vleck
Completed 1927

Entering a New Era of Design
A series of skyscraper developments at the end of the 1920s recounts Atlanta's final transition from historical to
Art Deco styles. The leading architects of the era to participate in the city's Deco designs were Pringle and Smith,
P Thornton Marye, and G. Lloyd Preacher. Pringle and Smith's 21 story Rhodes-Haverty Building was Atlanta's tallest
building for twenty five years. The building lifted its terracotta arcade twenty one floors into the sky, where its
colorful ornamental crown highlighted the downtown skyline as a height just above the city's tallest structure since
1906, when the Candler Building was completed. The Rhodes Haverty Building would remain Atlanta's tallest
skyscraper until the completion of the Fulton National Bank Building in 1958, a work of the Modern phase of
Atlanta's advancing architecture. For Atlanta, skyscrapers in the early twenties had emerged in more conventional
design. Atlanta experienced a growth of new office tower construction with the Hass-Howell Building of 1922, the
Glenn Hotel, and Bona Allen buildings of 1923, and the Carnegie Building of 1926, however, the generally muted
design of these earlier buildings were detailed as customary rather than modern examples. At the end of the
decade, Atlanta was again beginning to construct skyscrapers where both exterior and interior facades would be
fabricated with dynamic ornamental details.
The definition of four discrete phases of modern architecture, being Art Deco, Modern Classic, Streamlined
Moderne, and Modern assembles the occurence of the evolutionary architecture of Atlanta from the late 1920s
through the 1950s. Many of Atlanta’s examples of modern architecture displays stylistic overlap in design, reflecting
guidance from the variation of progressive movements of the era. By adopting varying modern concepts of design
for its buildings, Atlanta demonstrated the national, even international characteristics of a twenties to fifties
modernism. The era of Atlanta architecture from Art Deco to Modern reflects national design intentions but
exhibits itself as a destinctive expression of the evolution of modern architecture in the deep south.

Fig 1.96

Atlanta: 1930s

Fig 1.95

Fig 1.97

32

Fig 1.99

Fig 1.98

Rhodes Havery Building
Architect: Pringle and Smith
Completed 1929

Fig 1.102

Fig 1.100

William Oliver Building
Architect: Pringle and Smith
Completed 1930

Architect: G. L. Preacher
Completed 1930

Fig 1.103

Atlanta Post Office
Architect: A. Ten Eyck Brown
Completed 1933

Atlanta City Hall
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Fig 1.101

W. W. Orr Building
Architect: Pringle and Smith
Completed 1931

AT&T Communications Building
Architect: Marye, Alger, and Vinour
Completed 1929

Industrial Fragmentation
Manufacturing of The Shattered Identity

1934

Atlanta has been thought of as a commercial and industrial center due to its development around the railroad.
The railroad made the city’s industrial growth possible because of the many opportunities focused around the
shipping of freight across the country. Many industrial and manufacturing hubs were positioned close to the
downtown core that resembled communities of manufacturing and production. These industrial zones created
breaks within the urban fabric of the city’s landscape due to their extreme real estate requirements in order to
function optimally. One of the desired requirements was that any industrial location must be located directly on
or near any connecting rail line that was positioned around the downtown area. This resulted in large pockets of
fragmented real estate that didn’t relate well, architecturally or historically, to the interior portrayal of the
sophisticated nature of the city at the time. Atlanta was headed into a different direction architecturally during
the first two decades of the twentieth century and this was highlighted in many of the city’s newest buildings such
as the new Terminal Station, Piedmont Hotel, Third National Bank Building, The William Oliver Building, Candler
Building and Hurt Building. In a way, this industrial image was a negative effect related to the city’s development
and develpers and architects tried to design a more desirable image for the city based on financial and commercial
empowerment.
Over time, more industrial zones developed further out of the city as it was being manipulated by the financial
influences of business and financial growth. However, without industry as part of the city’s identity it might not
have developed into the place it has, especially during the years approaching WWII. Many smaller industrial
communities sprouted around a localized connecting rail perimeter which encircled the core of the city to allow
for quicker and convenient freight transfer on the perimeter rather than in the city center. This created
warehouse districts that acted as borders between neighborhoods as they performed as a divider between
sections of the city. By this time the city started to transform into a collage of fragmented existence rather than
a complete representation of a true city of the south.
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Industrial Districts

Existing Land Use

Fig 1.108
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Motoring Over Atlanta’s History
During the 1920’s Atlanta was thriving city that experienced continued growth in every way possible. The
evolution and growth of the automobile industry created a new problem for the city as vehicle traffic became a
continuous problem all over the city. Between 1900 and 1930, drastic changes in Atlanta’s form, fabric and physical
character began to transpire, one of the newest of the main forces was the automobile. In other cities across the
nation, this same problem was being shared, and demand for a better infrastructure developed as the rivalry between
automobile and pedestrian grew more. For Atlanta, this was a special case because it continued to grow at a record
rate following WWI thus bringing many new citizens, more automobile traffic all resulting in a desire for a updated
and more supportive infrastructure. Several major roadway systems were required to take over as the primary
routes of vehicle travel within the city. Just before the 1930s Atlanta’s streets, like many other cities, were shared by
four major components, automobiles, horses, streetcars, and pedestrians. The integration of the automobile created
a new need for the city, a new need for parking, which required the destruction of many buildings to supply the land
for it. This created a much different kind of history for Atlanta, one in which the city was beginning to cater to the
automobile and transportation within the city core. During the early years of the 1940’s and 50’s, Atlanta’s image
and personality began to transform as its building and architectural density decreased to accommodate a more
modern requirement.
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1929

Motor-Vehicle Registration in
Fulton County, Georgia
Year
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923

Vehicles
6,301
10,000
12,065
15,980
20,363
21,460
26,951
33,721

Year
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931

Vehicles
35,000
47,433
48,441
52,558
57,445
64,863
64,243
66,193
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A New Type Of Building
As Atlanta began to transition into a motoring metropolis in the mid 1920s the city was preparing to market
the convenience and availability of parking within its immediate and thriving business district. One of Atlanta’s
first parking garages was known as the Ivy Street Garage, which was completed in 1925. Atlanta’s first parking
garage was six stories, could hold 600 cars, and offered white-glove valet, car wash, and basic maintenance and
repair services for most vehicles. The Ivy Street Garage was said to be “one of the largest and perhaps the most
modern structures of its kind in the world.” The Ivy Street Garage still exists today, at nearly one hundred years
old, the building no longer serves as a parking garage, however, it has been converted into dorms for Georgia
State students and is now known as Kell Hall. Today this “historic” structure is threatened by future
developments and little do people know that Kell Hall was Atlanta’s very first and most prestegious parking
garage, not to mention it was considered one of the finest strucutres of its kind in the world when it was built.
Within just a few years after the Ivy Garage was constructed Atlanta developed multiple parking garages around
the central business district that added to the automotive history of the city. Two more garages were built by
1928, none of which compared to the recently constructed Ivy Street Garage. The Glenn building parking
garage and the new Rich’s Department Store parking garage were built as an effort to attract more patrons into
the area and also ease the traffic issues that plaqued the city since vehicles began to take over the streets of the
city’s shopping and business districts. These parking structures were designed with exterior facades that
resembled desirable architectural detailing but since those days Atlanta has filled many lots with open air
monstrosities that take away from the city’s architectural image, history, and design. What followed for the city
was a downtown landscape filled with many parking structures and surface parking lots that contain nothing of
value that contributes to the city’s history or architecture.
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Modern Times
In the late 1930s and 40s Atlanta’s built environment had changed very little as the economic collapse of the Great
Depression in 1929 and material shortages in support of the war effort brought an end to every large scale
construction project in the city. The William Oliver Building was the last skyscraper constructed in Atlanta prior to
WWII when it was completed in 1930 and private hotel, office, and residential development after that date was
essentially insubstantial throughout the city. While pre-war Atlanta architects and firms had designed a number of
significant commercial and government buildings in the early modernist Art Deco, Streamline Moderne, and Stripped
Classical styles, downtown remained considerably untouched by the functional version of modern architecture that
had emerged in Europe after World War I and aimed for a new model for structural design based on mechanical
capabilities. Besides a few late nineteenth and early twentieth century mid rise skyscrapers that dotted the skyline
in the vicinity of Five Points, the architectural identity of downtown Atlanta was generally defined by Victorian era
developments consisting of various revival style, low rise, red brick and terra cotta clad masonry buildings.
Atlanta celebrated the centennial anniversary of its municipal charter in 1948 and two major commercial
developments signaled the beginning of postwar growth in the city once again. The new structures also presented
new construction methods, materials, and modern design expressions that progressed beyond the Art Deco and
Modern Classic that characterized much of the city’s early twentieth century commercial and government
architectural designs. In 1948, the Atlanta Constitution moved into its new offices and newspaper publishing factory
located in the five-story 143 Alabama Street building. The historic building is located on the northwest corner of the
Forsyth Street intersection, across from the newspaper’s previous Victorian era office building. Designed in the
Streamlined Moderne style by famed Atlanta architectural firm Robert and Company and built at a cost of $3 million,
the curved façade of the Atlanta Constitution Building was clad on its upper floors in bands of red brick and ribbon
windows.
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Atlanta’s Freeway System
Possibly the most devastating impact on Atlanta's history and identity was the development and construction
of the downtown connector, I-20 and Freedom Parkway. As many as 3,000 parcels had to be purchased in order
for a one mile long section of the highway to be constructed for the connector alone. There were difficult and
politically contentious decisions to make about the alignment and positioning of the downtown connector and
the region’s explosive growth caused the engineers to reassess the roadway geometry and direction through the
city. The construction of the Downtown Connector, Interstate 20 and the clearing of land for what would
ultimately become Freedom Parkway resulted in the interruption of the form of a gridded street system that
existed throughout Atlanta's history up until the 1950s. Construction on the city's first expressway started in
1949 and continued on and off for many years after due to financial, racial, historical, and political constraints. The
disfigurement of the new highway system greatly disconnected the city in multiple ways.
The Downtown Connector, the stretch where I-75 and I-85 run combined through the city, devastated black
neighborhoods by forcing the removal of many working class African Americans from the central business district.
The highway was first designed to run directly through the headquarters of the Atlanta Life Insurance Company,
the city’s major black owned business. A protest by the African American community saved the historic structure
and repositioned the highway route a few blocks to the east, where it still managed to cut through Auburn Avenue,
the black community’s main street. Interstate 20 on the west side of town is a particularly terrible example of
racial motivated road-building. In 1960 the Atlanta Bureau of Planning noted that there was an impression that
the proposed route of the West Expressway would be the boundary between the white and African American
communities. One of the unintended consequences of the race based road building is today’s traffic jams and a
fractured identity for the city of Atlanta.
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1946

Fig 1.124
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Major Traffic Arteries

In the 1960s the state of Georgia and Atlanta developed plans for another freeway system that would connnect
the downtown area with the eastern neighborhoods, then out to Decatur and Stone Mountain. This freeway
section was named I-485 but the project was scrapped after many protests and lawsuits generated by the public.
President Jimmy Carter halted the project during 1970 and whatever remained as the primary development
resurfaced as Freedom Parkway which acts as a connection to the east side of downtown through the Old Fourth
Ward.
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A Different Kind Of Explosion
The impact of the Atlanta Expressway on the history of the metro Atlanta region and the state of Georgia
was and continues to be enormous. The development of Atlanta's new expressway system allowed for
convenient and uninterrupted travel out into the country. This resulted in many Atlantans discovering the
benefits of getting out of the city and finding a new way of life that was soon to transform the city forever.
National trends, such as white flight, altered regional demographics. This was stimulated by racially restricted
home loans, redlining, and expansive highway construction that provided easy access to affordable suburban real
estate for the citizens who could buy an automobile. The expressway and upgrading of local streets to
encourage it also represented a major reorientation in assessing the region’s transportation systems by making
the highway, and not the railroad, the dominant network of travel.
Highways themselves were planned deliberately as barriers to black migration into white neighborhoods.
They also supported suburban shopping malls and large residential developments far away from Atlanta’s urban
core. Both public and private investments outlined a new economy outside of the city’s downtown area. Despite
the extremely expanded city limits through annexation in the early 1950s, this period began a slow migration of
white residents from Atlanta. Later, the use of city streetcars and passenger trains came to an end and regional
development of highways and major road systems allowed for this extreme exodus into the suburbs away from
the city.
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Post WWII Transformations

While growth through the 1930s and 1940s was nonexistent, in the early 1950s, Atlanta’s skyline density grew
as 5 new Skyscrapers lined Peachtree and Marietta streets. The Fulton National Bank was constructed at 55
Marietta Street in 1958, the Atlanta Journal Constitution building at 72 Marietta Street in 1972, Georgia Power
built a high rise at 270 Peachtree Street in 1961, and later a post modern black glass office building in 1981 on
Piedmont Avenue. In 1964, Tomberlin & Sheetz designed an elegant and stylish concrete skyscraper for the First
Federal Savings & Loan at 40 Marietta Street. The Equitable Building was constructed in 1968, designed by
Skidmore, Owings & Merrill of New York City and in 1969, the Citizens Trust Bank constructed a new office
building on Piedmont Avenue.
Renewed business activity precipitated the replacement or renovation of Atlanta’s older buildings. South of
the railroad gulch many of Atlanta’s oldest buildings were reskinned, such as the 1935 Mangel’s building at 74
Peachtree Street. In 1968, Skidmore Owings & Merrill designed a bronze toned new and modern Equitable
Building to replace Burnham & Root’s historic and older version completed in 1892. In 1969, the old Trust
Company of Georgia was replaced with the marbleclad SunTrust building, the historic columns retained as a
sculptural element contained within the plaza. On Marietta Street, the Third National Bank Building, now known
as the Metropolitan, was completely reclad in metal sheathing so that the historic masonry building underneath
is no longer visible, erasing the once historical expressions in order to create a more modern feel and
atmosphere to the streetscape.
Along with the highrise construction, the need for convenient parking also contributed to a reduction of
density for downtown’s built environment. By the end of the decade an estimated 50 percent of downtown land
was dedicated to automobile use in some form, whether it be the expressway and interchanges, surface streets,
or parking.
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Fig 1.135

710 Peachtree

Fig 1.136

Fulton National Bank

Fig 1.138

Architect: Unknown
Completed 1952

Fig 1.137

Architect: Wilner & Millkey, Wyatt Hedrick
Completed 1958

First National Bank

Fig 1.136a

Architect: Smith and Smith
Completed 1959 | Destroyed 2006

Commerce Building
Architect: Tucker and Howell
Completed 1960
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Archives Building
Architect: A. Thomas Bradbury
Completed 1965 | Destroyed 2017

Fig 1.139

Merchandise Mart
Architect: Edwards and Portman
Completed 1961

Rising High In The Sixties
More than fourteen financial intitutions, including the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, were located within a six
block area of the Five Points financial district that would become the epicenter of the city’s high rise building boom
during the mid to late 1960s. With the motivation of prosperity and strength, corporate developers funded large
modern skyscrapers constructed of concrete, steel, and glass. As quickly as new office towers sprang up around Five
Points, a competitive commercial environment evolved, where nearly every new building exceeded its predecessors
in its height. The identity of the city’s center continued to be transformed as downtown specialized more as a
government and financial district with hotels, recreational establishments, and retail moving north along Peachtree
Street or relocated to the suburbs outside the city limits.
The National Bank of Georgia Building was the first high rise office building constructed in Five Points in the early
sixties. It was built on the site of the company’s old bank headquarters, located at 34 Peachtree Street, next to the
William Oliver Building. Construction began in 1959 and the National Bank of Georgia Building was completed
during 1961. At 31 floor and 439 feet tall, the reinforced concrete building had an aluminum and glass panel curtain
wall system. It was also considered the tallest reinforced concrete building in the United States and the tallest in the
South at the time of its construction. Development of the National Bank of Georgia Building was a successful venture
to increase the bank’s profile within the local business and banking community and the company became the fifth
Atlanta member of the Federal Reserve shortly after the building’s completion.
Fig 1.139

The opening of the First Federal Savings and Loan Association Building, now known as the 40 Marietta Building, was
completed three years later in 1964. Located on the former site of the Grant Building at the corner of Marietta and
Forsyth streets, the First Federal Savings and Loan Association Building was designed by Charles Robisch, with
Chastain and Tindel, Structural Engineers Robisch envisioned the building as a freestanding form built of exposed
sculpted concrete, free of unnecessary ornamentation and design elements, rising from a vast pedestrian plaza. The
17 story tower, one of the few examples of Neo Expressionist architectural design in the city, also featured unique
structural framing system. The structure was built with six, pentagonal, concrete columns on the east and west sides
spanned by post tensioned beams, which allowed for open floor plans on the upper floors to maximize spatial
flexibility and office rental space. The building was constructed at an overall cost of $3.9 million with a total of
150,223 square feet of space. The First Federal Building was one of the tallest post tensioned concrete buildings in
the country at the time of its completion and some years after.
Located at 100 Edgewood Avenue, on the eastern edge of the Five Points district, the 17-story Hartford Building,
now known as the Robert C. Woodruff Volunteer Service Center, opened in 1965 as the first Atlanta project by the
nationally renowned architectural firm Skidmore, Owings and Merrill. During that same year, the historic 11 story
Piedmont Hotel, completed in 1903 and designed by William F. Denny, considered an Atlanta landmark located at 100
Peachtree Street at the intersection of Luckie Street, was later demolished in 1966 to make way for the new office
headquarters for Equitable. Development of the two new skyscrapers demonstrated the growth of the insurance
industry in Atlanta during the early 1960s as 47 of the 50 largest national insurance companies established regional
offices in the city alone, while also erasing some of the most historic and iconic buildings before their constuction.
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Fig 1.141

Fulton County Stadium

Fig 1.142

Architect: Heery, Heery and Finch
Completed 1966 | Destroyed 1997

Atlanta Civic Center

Fig 1.143

Architect: Harold Montague, Robert & Co.
Completed 1967

The Omni

Architect: T.V.S
Completed 1972 | destroyed 1997

Fig 1.144

National Bank of Georgia
Architect: Hedrick and Stanley
Completed 1961

Fig 1.145

40 Marietta Street

Architect: Harper Aiken, Tomberlin and Sheetz
Completed 1964
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Fig 1.146

C&S Bank

Architect: Lord, Aeck & Sargent
Completed 1968 | Destroyed 1993

Expanding To The North
Upper Peachtree Street, which was once lined with mansions built by the city’s social and political elite
residences, rapidly commercialized after widespread adoption of the automobile during the 1910s and 1920s.
Along this northern stretch of Peachtree Street, just beyond the exploding Five Points district, architect and
developer John Portman began developing the foundation blocks for what would become a mixed use complex
of commercial retail, convention space, hotels, and office towers that would eventually define and dominate the
extreme edge of downtown Atlanta. Real estate developer Benjamin Massell’s contracts to build office buildings
for federal companies stimulated development along upper Peachtree Street in the 1950s. Beginning in 1950,
Massell Companies built the six story Peachtree Seventh Building in Midtown Atlanta for the General Services
Administration to house federal agencies that had been scattered around the city. The first commission for the
partnership of Alexander and Bernard Rothschild, it was the largest office building constructed in Atlanta since the
second world war.
Massell’s second project for the Federal Government in Atlanta was the 12 story Peachtree Baker Building at
275 Peachtree Street. The structure was also designed by Alexander and Rothschild, and featured curtain wall
construction with glass and blue aluminum porcelain enameled panels with a two story, open plan lobby
composed of white marble paneling, a unique and modern design in its own right. A little later, Massell, working
with Atlanta firm FABRAP, who was awarded the exterior and interior design commissions for the second
Georgia Power Company Building, which was built at 270 Peachtree Street. The 22 story tower has a structural
concrete frame, full height, columns with marble veneer and a metal curtain wall.
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Fig 1.151

Fig 1.152

Equitable Building

Life of Georgia Building

Architect: S.O.M.
Architect: Lamberson, Plunkett, Shirley and Wooddall
Completed 1968
Completed 1968
Another tall addition to the city’s skyline was completed in 1966 with the construction of the First National
Bank Building, now known as the State of Georgia Building. Designed by Cecil Alexander of the local Atlanta firm
of FABRAP in joint commission with Emory Roth and Sons of New York. The 41 story structure was built on the
site of the former Peachtree Arcade at 2 Peachtree Street. The dark aluminum, glass, and marble building towered
over the city’s center many years and was the tallest in the Southeast, at 566 feet, and remained the tallest office
tower in Atlanta until the Westin Peachtree Plaza exceeded it height in 1976, at 723 feet. Unfortunately, to provide
an unobstructed view of the modern skyscraper, the top eight floors of the adjacent historic 1903 First National
Bank building were removed and the remaining structure was refaced with white marble panels during the 1970s.
Completion of the Equitable Building in 1968 and the Trust Company Building in 1969 ended the intense office
tower construction in the Five Points area that occurred over the course of the 1960s. The exposed black girder
skeleton and repetitive symmetry of SOM’s 35 story Equitable Building recalled the revolutionary modernist
design concept first explored by Mies van der Rohe and further spread by SOM in the 1950s and 1960s. The
newer 26 story Trust Company Building was designed by the New York firm Carson, Lundin, and Shaw Architects
with a modern and expressive white, marble exterior. The 377 foot tower was constructed at 25 Park Place next
to the firm’s longtime headquarters and Atlanta’s first skyscraper, the 1892 Equitable Building,.
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State of Georgia Building
Architect: Emery Roth & Sons, FABRAP
Completed 1968
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Fig 1.153
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The Influences of John Portman

John Portman graduated from the Georgia Tech School of Architecture in 1950. In the beginning Portman
established his own practice in 1953 and mostly designed residential projects. However, Portman was eager to
work on larger commissions, and he formed a partnership in 1956 with his former professor at Georgia Tech, H.
Griffith Edwards. In 1957, with his new partners, Portman began development of a furniture market place located
in the transformed five story Belle Isle Parking Garage on Peachtree Street. The prosperity of the market place in
the converted garage revealed to John Portman that a demand existed for a larger wholesale and trade center in
the downtown Atlanta area that could allure retail professionals throughout the Southeast and even beyond the
region. Portman was able to secure a partial mortgage commitment on a large parcel at the corner of Peachtree
and Harris streets, where his building enterprise began to develop. The builder Ben Massell was convinced over
the concept of Portman’s Merchandise Mart and looking to boost the value of his real estate holdings in the area,
agreed to buy the property and finance the remaining two million dollars needed to construct the building. John
Portman served as the architect and primary developer for the project with the Massell Company as the builder.
Construction on the Mart began in 1959 and the 22 story high rise took about two years to build at a cost of $15
million.
It was in this business climate that developer and architect John Portman began to develop his properties,
changing the city of Atlanta forever. Beginning with his Merchandise Mart in 1961, he developed a city of his own.
This was followed by more AmericasMart buildings, the office towers and shopping mall at Peachtree Center, and
the modern and exclusive glass cylinder of the Westin Peachtree Plaza and the Atlanta Marriott Marquis. His
buildings are characterized by formed concrete walls, expansive, large atriums and elevated pedestrian bridges
spanning many city blocks.
Fig 1.156
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Fig 1.158

Harris Tower

Architect: Edwards & Portman
Completed 1985

Fig 1.156

Peachtree Center

Fig 1.159

230 Peachtree
Architect: Edwards & Portman
Completed 1965

Fig 1.157
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Fig 1.160

Peachtree Plaza Hotel
Architect: Portman & Associates
Completed 1976

Atlanta: 1976

Atlanta: 1970

Atlanta: 1960

Fig 1.161
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Fig 1.162

Trust Company Building
Architect: Carson Lundin & Shaw
Completed 1971

Fig 1.164

Fig 1.163

Coastal States

Peachtree Summit

Architect: Sidney Barrett & Associates
Completed 1971

Fig 1.165

Centennial Tower

Architect: Toombs, Amisano and Wells
Completed 1975

CNN Center
Architect: T.V.S.
Completed 1976

Colony Square Complex
Architect: Jova / Daniels / Busby
Completed 1970 - 1975

Fig 1.166

Fig 1.167
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Architect: Neuhaus & Taylor
Completed 1975

MARTA
Atlanta has always had a deep railroad history as trains were used as one of the main modes of transportation
through out the city's beginnings. Back in the late 1960's the city and local governments came up with a
beneficial plan that would give its residents an easier way to get around with a public transportation system.
Marta was developed as a standard bus service which worked similarly to the older trolley and streetcar
systems of the past, by transporting the city's people to where ever they wished. The bus service stood alone
until the mid 70s when Atlanta decided to develop the service even deeper by adding a rail service that would
cut through and break the city's landscape just as the railroad did over one hundred years earlier. Through
downtown and midtown, Marta broke into the deepest foundations of the city by tunneling through the
landscape from north to south and east to west. This acted more as a dismantling of what lay beneath the city
but not as detrimental as how it fractured some of the most prestigious neighborhoods north of the city. Some
neighborhoods such as Buckhead were split into two different portions which were defined by Marta's rail line
as it cut through.
Marta continued to grow over many years as the rail and bus services were expanded well out into the
growing and thriving suburbs. Many county governments such as Gwinnett, Clayton, and Cobb County denied
its entrance into their communities, thus choosing to remain detached from the city as they wished to retain
their own identity as suburban retreats outside of Atlanta's urban interior. Many counties feared that the bus
and train service might bring unwanted crime into their peaceful and homely settings that they were trying to
protect. This soured the relationships between suburban towns and other areas. Marta slowly began to create
social and economic boundaries related to the evolution of crime ridden locations against areas that were still
benefiting from exclusion away from Atlanta's public transportation service.

Fig 1.168

Fig 1.169
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Fig 1.170

Fig 1.171
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Fig 1.173

Civic Center Station
Under Construction

Fig 1.174

Fig 1.172
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Downtown Development
Authority

Five Points Station
Under Construction

Fig 1.175

Fig 1.176
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Atlanta: 1970s - 1980s
Stalled By Economic Decline and Urban Sprawl

The number of private construction starts in downtown Atlanta during the financial downturn of the late 1970s
early 1980s paled in comparison to the pace of development that had marked the previous two decades. The
Atlanta commercial office market that had been slowed by the recession became overloaded with the new office
high rise projects throughout Midtown and the growing Buckhead area along with the developments of multi-use
retail and suburban office parks near I-285 in Cobb, north DeKalb, and Fulton counties. Construction of the new
Georgia Power Company Headquarters in 1981 marked the end of a five year building and design process for one
of the most energy efficient office buildings in the United States. Located at 333 Piedmont Avenue, just northeast
of downtown on former urban renewal land in the Old Fourth Ward, the $62.5 million corporate campus was
designed by the Atlanta firm Heery and Heery, Architects. The 24 story structural steel and glass, angled tower
and three story, brick and granite low rise building employed passive and active solar design technology and
advanced heating and cooling systems to reduce energy consumption.
The Georgia Pacific Tower was another landmark addition to the downtown skyline during the early 1980s.
The lumber and materials company relocated from Portland, Oregon to Atlanta in 1978 and selected the former
site of the historic Lowe’s Grand Theater located at 133 Peachtree Street, as the site for its new corporate
headquarters building. SOM used a specific stepped design for the building to prevent the 52 story skyscraper
from towering over buildings located close by. The Georgia Pacific Center and the 19 story, 500,000 square foot
55 Park Place Building both experienced considerable vacancies when they opened in 1982; however, the
downtown office market showed signs of rebounding by the middle of the 1980s. Meanwhile, the city’s convention
and trade show market remained very strong during this downturn period. This improving economy was greeted
by the opening of two new hotels in downtown Atlanta: the Ritz-Carlton Hotel at 181 Peachtree Street and the
Atlanta Marriott Marquis, John Portman’s most recent addition to his Peachtree Center development. The 52
story building was the largest convention hotel in the Southeast when it was completed in 1985. The reinforced,
poured concrete building enclosed a 48 story atrium that overshadowed Portman’s previous explorations in
atrium design.

Fig 1.177

1980
Fig 1.178

Fig 1.179

60

Fig 1.180

Fig 1.182

Fig 1.183

Fig 1.184

Georgia Power HQ

Marriott Marquis

Architect: Heery International
Completed 1981

Architect: Portman & Associates
Completed 1985

Fig 1.181

Fig 1.185

Russell Federal Building Bellsouth / AT&T Building
Architect: Unavailable
Completed 1978

Georgia Pacific Building

Architect: S.O.M. & FABRAP
Completed 1980

Architect: S.O.M.
Completed 1981
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The Campanile
Architect: T.V.S.
Completed 1987

Atlanta: 1980s - 2000s
The Shift In Scale, Height, Density, and Direction

In the latter half of the 1980s, Atlanta became one of the early-adopters of postmodern designs which
reintroduced classical elements to the cityscape. Many of Atlanta's tallest skyscrapers were built from the late
1980s to the early 1990s, with most displaying tapering spires or otherwise ornamented crowns, such as One
Atlantic Center 191 Peachtree Tower (1991), and the Four Seasons Hotel Atlanta (1992). And at 1023ft, Atlanta’s
tallest skyscraper—the Bank of America Plaza (1992)—is the 61st-tallest building in the world and the 9th tallest
building in the United States. For Atlanta, the majority of newer highrise construction was taking place in the
form of much taller than normal buildings. The city was invested in a new age of expression which led to the
construction of some of the tallest buildings in the southeast and the nation all throughout the city, from
downtown to the northern stretches of midtown. During this super tall building boom, many of the towers
expressed a clean post modern effect, others blended numerous architectural styles within their designs, and a
couple, such as Promenade II and Suntrust Plaza, seemed ahead of their time as new members of the skyline.

Fig 1.186

Fig 1.187
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Fig 1.192

Fig 1.188

Midtown Plaza

999 Peachtree

Architect: Smallwood, Reynolds, Stewart, Stewart
Completed 1986

Architect: Heery International
Completed 1987

Fig 1.193

Fig 1.189

Coke Headquarters
Architect: FABRAP
Completed 1987

Fig 1.190

IBM Tower

Fig 1.191

Architect: Heery International, Johnson/Burgee Architects
Completed 1987

Promenade II
Architect: Ai Group, T.V.S.
Completed 1989
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The Peachtree

Architect: Smallwood, Reynolds, Stewart, Stewart
Completed 1989

Fig 1.194

Fig 1.195
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Fig 1.201

Fig 1.199

Fig 1.202

Fig 1.203

1280 West

1100 Peachtree

Architect: Smallwood, Reynolds, Stewart, Stewart
Completed 1990

Architect: Aeck Associates
Completed 1989
Fig 1.200

Mayfair Renaissance

Architect: Smallwood, Reynolds, Stewart, Stewart
Completed 1990-2002

Fig 1.204

191 Peachtree Tower

Four Seasons Hotel

Architect: Johnson / Burgee Architects, Kendall / Heaton
Completed 1990

Architect: Rabun Rasche Rector Reece Architects
Completed 1992
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Ten Peachtree Place
Architect: Michael Graves & Associates
Completed 1989

Fig 1.205

Bank of America Plaza

Architect: Kevin Roche John Dinkeloo & Associates
Completed 1992

Fig 1.206

SunTrust Plaza

Architect: Portman & Associates
Completed 1992
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Fig 1.207

1180 Peachtree

Architect: Pickard Chilton Architects, Kendall/Heaton Associates
Completed 2006

Section 1: Theorem
67

Chapter 2: Site
68

Country: United States

State: Georgia

Atlanta is the capital and most populous city of the State of Georgia in the United States. With an estimated 2016
population of 472,522, it is the cultural and economic center of the Atlanta metropolitan area, home to 5.7 million people
and the ninth-largest metropolitan area in the United States. Atlanta is the seat of Fulton County and a small portion of the
city extends eastward into DeKalb County. Atlanta is rated as a world city that exerts a moderate impact on global
commerce, finance, research, technology, education, media, art, and entertainment. It ranks 38th among world cities and
10th in the nation with a gross domestic product of $320 billion. Atlanta's economy is considered diverse, with dominant
sectors that include logistics, professional and business services, media operations, and information technology. Atlanta has
topographic features that include rolling hills and dense tree coverage, earning it the nickname of "the city in a forest."
Revitalization of Atlanta's neighborhoods, initially spurred by the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta, has intensified in the 21st century,
altering the city's demographics, politics, and culture.

Fig 2.0
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City: Atlanta

Downtown Atlanta

Downtown Atlanta is the central business district of Atlanta, Georgia, United States. The largest of the city's three commercial districts,
Downtown is the location of many corporate or regional headquarters; city, county, state and federal government facilities; Georgia State
University; sporting venues; and most of Atlanta's tourist attractions. Downtown measures approximately four square miles, and consisted of
26,700 residents as of 2010. Similar to other central business districts in the United States, Downtown has recently undergone construction
of new condos and lofts, renovation of historic buildings, and arrival of new residents and businesses. Downtown is bound by North Avenue
to the north, Boulevard to the east, Interstate 20 to the south, and Northside Drive to the west. This definition of Downtown Atlanta includes
central areas like Five Points, the Hotel District and Fairlie-Poplar and outlying inner city neighborhoods such as SoNo and Castleberry Hill.
The Atlanta Downtown Improvement District organization, though, defines a much smaller downtown area measuring just one and two tenths
square miles. This area is roughly bound by North Avenue to the north, Piedmont Avenue and the Downtown Connector to the east, Martin
Luther King Junior Drive, Courtland Street, and Edgewood Avenue to the south, and the railroad tracks to the west. This area only includes
the core central business district neighborhoods of Fairlie-Poplar, Five Points, the Hotel District, Centennial Hill, and South Downtown.

Fig 2.1
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Site Selection

110 Central Avenue
Atlanta Ga, 30303
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Site Plan: Below Viaduct Level
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Site Potentials
> Can act as the focal point of downtown location.
> Excellent exposure on all sides.
> Prime location for development.
> Extremely historic yet neglected site.
> Located next to Atlanta Visitors Center and Underground.
> Can capitalize on abundant natural lighting.
> Enough real estate to add natural elements and green space.
> Abundant parking availability around site.
> Viaducts promote public vs private access.
> Passing trains can add to the experience of the site.

Site Constraints
> Located between two one way streets.
> No available access on south side of site.
> Existing parking deck on the site since 1969.
> Limited access on ground level.
> Viaducts create uninviting atmosphere.
> Active rail line occupies a portion of the site.
> Desolate location at the present time.
> Lack of architectural interest surounding site.
> East and west streets are at different heights.
> Abundant homeless may deter patrons.
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Site Objectives
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

Create an attractive and inviting atmosphere and environment.
Open up the site to the streets and make more accessible.
Engage the streets on all sides.
Add green space.
Connect the site to the Atlanta Visitors Center.
Move the historic Zero Mile Marker to the center of the site.
Demolish 1969 parking structure.
Highlight railroad as a part of the experience of the site.
Expose layers of soil as an element within the museum’s bottom floor.
Include water features as part of the site.

Site History
Site of the historic Zero Mile Marker
Site Owner: State of Georgia / Old Union Depot
The Zero Milepost stands as a reminder of the early railroad days and the birth of the city of Atlanta. This stone
milepost marks the southeastern terminus of the Western and Atlantic Railroad. It was this railroad that provided
the momentum for the beginning and future growth of the city of Atlanta and marks the center of the city from
which the city limits were measured. The rectangular, stone marker measures approximately one foot wide on
each side and 42 inches tall. The crown is pyramidal and the inscription "W & A RR 138" is roughly carved into
one side and "W & A RR OO" on another. The Western and Atlantic Railroad was established by the State
legislature after another rail line connecting Charleston to Cincinnati bypassed the State, and went through
Tennessee instead. A convention was held and it was decided that the State of Georgia would build its own
railroad through the center of the State and allow private branch lines to join with it. When the legislature met
in November of 1836, a bill to construct a railroad at State expense was introduced and passed 76 to 65.
The location was changed in 1837 to land Lot 78, District 14, DeKalb County (between the present Forsyth
and Magnolia streets). After construction began in 1838, discussion continued on the location of the southeastern
terminus. Then, in 1842, a new and final point was established, only 1200 feet from the previous point, in the
northeast corner of Land Lot 77, 14th District, DeKalb (later Fulton) County. This point was located at Lloyd
Street, now Central Avenue, between Alabama and Decatur streets from surveys by C.F.M. Garett and F.C. Arms.
A five-acre tract including the point was donated to the State by Samuel Mitchell in 1842 which allowed for the
construction of the depot buildings. In 1850 the zero milepost was placed at this location. From this small,
struggling railroad town has grown one of the largest metropolitan cities in the country.

Fig 2.3

The Western and Atlantic Railroad Zero Milepost, within the Underground Atlanta Historic District, is located
under the Central Ave. viaduct, between Alabama and Wall street. It is inside a building thats currently owned by
the Georgia Building Authority.
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Fig 2.4
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1924
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Fig 2.9

Before Construction Of
Street Level Parking Lot

Site Data

Site Address
110 Central Avenue
Parcel number
14 007700040609
Acres
1.47
Zoning
SPI1
Property Class
E1 - Public Property
Land Value
$2,881,500
Main Usage
Parking Garage / Deck

110 Central Avenue is located in the core of the downtown Atlanta area
and is considered a very historic site for many reasons, however the site has
been used for many decades as a parking facility. The site is bordered by Wall
Street to the north, Central Avenue to the east, and Pryor Street to the west.
The main rail systems and MARTA tracks border the south portion of the
site where the Atlanta Visitor Center also sits above the passing trains. The
site offers great opportunities for the city to capitalize on its relationship to
the past as well as to be developed to its full potential as a prime location in
this historic downtown area. The prime location has great exposure from all
angles and can benefit from a complete makeover. One main constraint is
that the location has one way streets on both its east and west entrances
and they subtract from the significance of the site.

Fig 2.10

West View

Fig 2.11

East View

Fig 2.12

South View

Fig 2.14

Lower Vehicular Entrance
Fig 2.13

Fig 2.15

78

Fig 2.16

Fig 2.18

Site Perspective To The North

Fig 2.17

Site Perspective To The South

Site Perspective To The East

Fig 2.19

Site Perspective To The West
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The city is situated among the foothills of the Appalachian Mountains, and at 1,050 feet above mean
sea level, Atlanta has one of the highest elevations among major cities east of the Mississippi River
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Raised in Madison, Minnesota, Peterson received a
bachelor’s degree in architecture from the University
of Minnesota and joined the NPS in 1929. In 1931, his
advocacy saved the Moore House, General Cornwallis’
headquarters during the Revolutionary War siege at
Yorktown, Virginia. While overseeing its restoration,
Peterson developed the prototype of the NPS Historic
Structures Report – the standard still in use today.

Fig 3.0

Charles E. Peterson

Charles E. Peterson, a 35-year alumnus of the
National Park Service (NPS), is widely regarded as a
seminal figure in the history of American historic
preservation architectural restoration. He was a key
intellectual framer of current restoration techniques
and practices in the U.S. He also contributed much to
our knowledge of early American building technology
and helped define the profession of historic
preservation architect.
Peterson is perhaps best remembered for conceiving
and launching the NPS’s Historic American Buildings
Survey (HABS). In November 1933, at the height of the
Great Depression, he proposed to NPS Director Arno
Cammerer the creation of a national program using
unemployed architects, draftsmen, photographers, and
artists to document, “the rapidly disappearing
examples of architecture and historic structures
throughout the country.” The first HABS survey team
launched in January 1934. To date, HABS, along with its
“spin off” Historic American Engineering Record
(HAER) and Historic American Landscape Survey
(HALS), have recorded nearly 40,000 historic
structures and sites, documenting for posterity nearly
every aspect of the great American story. HABS is
recognized as our Federal government’s oldest historic
preservation program.

After the war, Peterson returned to NPS serving in
the newly-created Philadelphia office. In 1947, he and
NPS Historian Roy E. Appleman were assigned to work
on the Philadelphia National Shrines Park Commission
proposing a national park for the area surrounding
Independence Hall. As director of Historic Structures,
Office of Design and Construction, Eastern Office,
Peterson was responsible for the historic buildings
from Arkansas east. He was responsible for
Philadelphia’s Independence Square – directing the
restoration of Carpenters’ Hall, the reconstruction of
Library Hall, the restoration of Independence Hall, and
overseeing the relocation of the Free Quaker
Meetinghouse. From 1956 until his retirement in 1962,
he is credited with establishing a “Restoration
Dynasty” of architects and engineers in the Eastern
Office.
He was appointed adjunct professor to the new
graduate historic preservation program at Columbia
University, arguably the model for the many graduate
and undergraduate programs nationwide today. There,
he taught early-American building technology. He was
active in the Historic Resources Committee of the
American Institute of Architects (AIA), representing
the AIA as a delegate to the 1964, 2nd Congress of
Architects and Specialists of Historic Buildings in
Venice, Italy and the 1965 Warsaw, Poland, First
General Assembly of ICOMOS (International Council
of Monuments and Sites). Throughout his NPS career,
Peterson was a tireless advocate for the appropriate
training of architects in historic preservation skills and
for the proper restoration and care of historic
buildings that respected their history and authenticity.
He will best be remembered as tireless advocate of
historic preservation as a professional endeavor.
Peterson made significant contributions to how old
buildings should be documented and treated and how
architects are trained.

Jefferson National Expansion Memorial 1936
Plan for the Museum of American Architecture
Text from The Octagon: A Journal of The American Institute of Architects (November Number—1936). Charles Emil Peterson
(1906–2004) was a landscape architect for the National Park Service. He established the Historic American Buildings Survey
in 1933.
A Museum of American Architecture
(A Proposed Institution of Research and Public Education)
By Charles E. Peterson, A. I. A.
Communications concerning the Museum plan may be addressed to Superintendent John L. Nagle, National Park
Service, 216 Buder Building, St. Louis.
Background of the Project
The United States of America and the City of St. Louis have agreed to erect together a great monument to
President Thomas Jefferson and the pioneers who laid the foundation for the westward development of our country.
The area to be embraced in the project—the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial—consists of thirty-seven city
blocks covering the site of the fortified village of St. Louis, established by French traders in 1764. Lying on the west
bank of the Mississippi near its junction with the Missouri, the place has enjoyed a special importance from the
earliest times. At the dawn of the 19th Century it was a strategic point on the frontier of Spanish America. Shortly
afterwards it passed to the United States with the Territory of Louisiana, and in the following decades became the
base of operations for the winning of the West.
The United States Territorial Expansion Memorial Commission was created by Joint Resolution of the Senate and
the House in 1935 to “consider and formulate” plans for the memorial. The National Park Service was designated as
the executive agency to study plans and prosecute the construction, pursuant to the Historic Sites and Buildings Act.
Thirty million dollars has been approved as the ultimate cost of the project, although its exact nature has not yet
been determined. There are many forms it could assume. Indications are that the public will want it to be more than
the customary specimen of architectural symbolism. Such civic embellishments have an important place in every city,
but their sphere of influence is limited. The establishment of one or more living institutions for the collection and
dissemination of knowledge relating to the development of the Northwest would seem to be more appropriate. The
establishment of a Museum of American Architecture has been proposed.
Thomas Jefferson was an enthusiastic student of architecture, and through his part in securing the original designs
for the United States Capitol and the White House, and by his revival of the Roman style in the Virginia State Capitol
and his own residence “Monticello” and others, probably exercised a greater influence on American architecture than
any other single man. The Memorial must tell of the westward development of the country. What more graphic
expression of political and social history can be found than the builder’s art? The meeting house of New England, the
planter’s mansion of the South, the log cabin of the Western pioneer, the hacienda of the Southwest and the log fort
of Alaska relate a more forceful story than any arrangement of words. The nature of the American people and the
chronology of their movements are permanently recorded in their structures.
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The Purpose of the Museum
The purpose of the Museum of American Architecture would be to conserve for the benefit and enjoyment of the
people their heritage of architectural achievement.
There could be no better time than the present in which to begin this work. After five thousand years of building with
wood, stone and brick, industrial research has provided construction materials of entirely new natures. Architectural
practice in general has for fifty years lagged behind that of engineering in its preoccupation with antique styles.
“Revivals” have come and gone. There have even been revivals of revivals. But at last architectural design is beginning
to reflect the progress of construction methods, and so great has been the spread of influence of the new school that
it seems not unlikely that the prevailing electicism [sic] of recent times will become as dated as the schooner and the
horse-drawn street car. An alert agency will have to put up a stiff fight to preserve the best of the old, and the three
hundred year occupancy of this land by the white race has produced many architectural monuments of importance.
It would not be the hope of this institution to retard the progress of American Architecture by encouraging wholesale
imitation of antique design. That would be impossible—architecture has always been in a state of evolution and will
continue to be so. Its purpose would be conservation, always the principal objective of the National Park Service. In
every generation both good and bad buildings have been, and probably will be built. Only by exercising some
discrimination in eliminating the bad and preserving the good can we expect a visible rise in the architectural standard
of our country. A national institution for the education of the people could do much to create a popular appreciation
that will bring up real estate values corresponding to architectural values. There is abundant evidence that such a
movement is already fashionable—in Virginia and Connecticut, for instance—where many fine old country houses
valued for their historic or architectural beauty have been restored for present day use.
American architecture of the Seventeenth, Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries is now far enough behind so that
we can appraise its worth in retrospect. It is a complicated subject, the result of recurrent European aesthetic
influences working among American economic forces. This is not to say that American builders have not made a
substantial contribution to the world’s wealth of architecture. A comparison with English Georgian buildings of the
same size and period will illustrate the freshness of conception and execution that our native builders gave to old
themes in Early American houses. A carefully arranged collection with the advantages of modern museum technique
can bring this out.
The last few years have seen work on many projects for preserving old buildings outstanding for their architecture
or their history, or both. Much has been accomplished by historical and patriotic societies and by individuals. The
Federal Government, through the National Park Service, maintains as “historic” twenty-five buildings scattered from
San Diego to New York. But neither this movement, nor any other will be able to preserve the greater part of our
ancient structures which will go down from lack of maintenance, mechanical obsolescence or other economic causes.
The least that can be done is to record them for the archives before they disappear, and to preserve such fragments
as may be of particular interest. The Pictorial Archives of Early American Architecture and the Historic American
Buildings Survey have made a good start on the former. The proposed Museum of American Architecture would
supply the latter function.
Our National Museum, because of its lack of space, and, possibly, of interest, can show very few accessions of
architectural nature. A number of Museums—with the Metropolitan of New York in the lead—exhibit early American
interiors. Their specimens generally include only outstanding specimens of artistic merit from residences of
importance. Some have study collections of builders’ tools and craftsmanship such as the Bucks County Museum at
Doylestown, Pennsylvania. A few have models of whole buildings such as the New York Museum of Modern Art with
its 1932 show of contemporary architecture.

There are also in this country a number of collections of entire buildings being maintained as outdoor museums.
The Edison Institute collection (Greenfield Village) at Dearborn, Michigan is not primarily architectural. The groups at
Williamsburg and Yorktown in Virginia, Fairmont Park in Philadelphia, Spring Mill Village in Indiana and the 17th
Century group in Salem, Massachusetts—to name a few examples—are highly important, but they show only local
phases of design. The Society for the Preservation of New England Antiquities maintains twenty-eight worthy antique
buildings, but these are scattered through New England. The State of Illinois has also developed an extensive series in
the last few years.
There should be some means of studying the whole range of American architecture comparatively. While our
libraries—notably the Library of Congress with its complete collection of books and the Historic American Buildings
Survey records—offer opportunities for the research worker to dig out the facts and make his own comparisons, the
layman is not going to find out what American architecture is by that method. The material to tell the story must be
gathered in one place where it can be arranged in a graphic manner.
The Museum would have no favorites in styles—and there have been a good many between the first habitations
of Santa Fe and Jamestown and the skyscraper dwelling of today’s metropolis—the whole story would be laid out for
the visitor to select his own preferences. Facts would he emphasized in bringing out, for instance, the truth about the
origin of the American log cabin and other surprisingly obscure subjects.
A Museum of American Architecture as a research unit would be a well-nigh indispensable help to the architects
in the general program of the National Park Service for the physical study and preservation of government owned
buildings in historical areas throughout the country. At the present time there is no general agency of this
kind—either public or private. The efforts of individuals working on the subject have necessarily been sporadic and
somewhat disconnected. The only definitive studies completed up until the present time are limited in subject to the
works of individual architects, or to special localities. The field of American Architecture is a vast one and can be
investigated thoroughly only by a permanent institution with ample resources of personnel and finance. Up to the
present time it has hardly been possible for a man to plan a life’s career in such work. Those scholars who have made
contributions to our knowledge of American Architecture have had to subsidize themselves by other means. It does
not seem fitting that a nation which professes to be proud of its native architecture should do so little to learn about
it.
The Historic Sites and Buildings Act of 1935 has made it possible for the Federal Government to make such studies
and the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial project offers an opportunity to provide the necessary plant and
equipment.
Nature of the Exhibits
The museum would have at least six different types of exhibit—each of interest to both the scholar and the general
public: (1) entire buildings, (2) parts of buildings—specimens of construction and ornament, (3) small scale models of
buildings, (4) specimens of drawings by architects and builders, especially those made for important competitions, (5)
photographs of buildings, (6) craftsmen actually working materials in the ancient traditions.
The use of entire antique buildings at St. Louis would be limited to local types connected with the early years of
the city. The first phase of development was the French house on which considerable data is available. Examples still
exist in certain parts of Illinois and Missouri. There are a number of stone mansions of the early 19th Century
American type which might be acquired for the Museum. Most of them are now threatened with destruction. Like
the French houses they have disappeared from the riverfront before the St. Louis building boom of the steamboat
period. Certain good examples of early brick buildings should also be secured. It is possible that a limited area at the
south end of the reservation could be used for such purposes. It would be contrary to the policy of the Museum to
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cause any buildings important as historic sites or landmarks to be moved from their original location. On the other
hand, good examples of architecture which would otherwise disappear would be accepted whenever possible.

The series could be carried down to modern times showing some American innovations which have influenced
European work and then come back to us in the “International” style.

It is believed by many that the Old Cathedral, a fine Greek Revival building of 1834, should be allowed to remain
on its original site granted by the Spanish government. By careful study the central architectural composition of the
Memorial can probably be adjusted to include it without impairing the monumental quality of the whole. If that idea
is carried out, the restoration and exhibition of the building might be a function of the Museum.

Before any model is constructed, accurate and detailed measurements would be taken from the original structure
and the complete records prepared for the Historic American Buildings Survey with detailed monographs on each.
Models would be precisely constructed under the direction of recognized archaeological specialists.

The collection of examples of architectural ornament would be one of the most important functions of the
Museum. Collections from Greek and Roman and even Egyptian and Assyrian ruins have enjoyed a considerable
vogue since the Classic Revivals in architecture. The “Elgin Marbles” of the British Museum are probably the most
notable, but many American institutions have assembled fine collections—both of originals and of casts. Architectural
ornament from this country is seldom seen in such collections, and it is a regrettable omission. We have produced
work here which should be at least as interesting to Americans as that of the ancient Mediterranean countries.
The Geffrye Museum of London is an institution operated by the County Council which conserves select
fragments of construction and decoration from London buildings demolished to make way for civic improvements.
By careful study they have been able to arrange series of specimens of panelling, hardware, balusters, and other
architectural parts from the earliest times to the present. Such arrangements illustrate strikingly the evolution of
building craftsmanship as well as of architectural design.
The real value of such collections lies in the lessons to be learned from their skilled arrangement rather than in
the rarity of individual specimens. There seems to be no public museum in this country today equipped to accept and
display architectural material of this kind in a collection large enough to be of real value.
The collection of the structural and ornamental parts of buildings would have a splendid start using selected
fragments from the more than four hundred buildings to be razed before the construction of the Memorial.
Specimens illustrating a period of one hundred years can be acquired during the demolition for no more than the
pains to select and store them in study rooms. Cast iron facades of great merit exist in numbers—the St. Louis
riverfront may well contain the finest collection in the country. It might easily be supposed that there is plenty of such
material now existing throughout the country, and that it is not valuable enough to be housed in a museum.
Observers, however, report that the earlier examples are getting noticeably scarce and it seems time that
comprehensive collections were being organized. Had an active museum of Colonial architecture been operating
before the close of the 18th Century we would today be much richer in important early work than we are now.
A special justification for saving these things exists in the strong sentiment in St. Louis at this time for the
preservation of what is architecturally good in the riverfront area. A study of the structures under discussion will
show that they are mostly warehouse and loft buildings with their architectural interest confined to their street
fronts. Since these facades are of limited cubage, it would be possible to arrange some of the more interesting
examples within the museum building without affecting its exterior design. In this way much that is worth saving can
be preserved.
Models, Drawings and Photographs
The model exhibits would form perhaps the most valuable part of the museum’s displays. These would show, in
ample series of juxtaposed specimens at uniform scale, the evolution of the various types of buildings found in the
United States. Conceivably these could start with the European prototypes familiar to the early colonists and show,
for instance, the relationships between England and New England, France and Louisiana, Holland and New York, Spain,
Mexico and California, Germany and Pennsylvania, and several others.

Jefferson himself sent an architectural model from France to present the design used for the Virginia Capitol in
Richmond—said to be the first important revival of the Classical temple form in the world. It might be possible to
obtain this very model (it still exists) for the Museum.
At the present time there seems to be no public agency which is making an organized effort to collect old drawings
by architects and builders. The earliest of these are rather rare, but they can be represented in facsimile where there
would otherwise be gaps in a complete series of specimens. The Museum might act as a repository for the drawings
of national architectural competitions. Had such a facility been available sooner the Federal Government would have
today the original drawings for the United States Capitol and the White House from the competition of 1792.
A good collection of photographic enlargements of architectural subjects would be a valuable supplement to the
other exhibits. With photographs it would be possible to cover a vast range of material hardly possible in any other
way. The Pictorial Archives of Early American Architecture in the Library of Congress have a fine collection of
negatives from which enlargements can be made. There would be a large number of new photographs acquired in the
course of the general research program.The publication of picture books of American Architecture on a large-edition,
low-retail-price basis could become a valuable factor in the field of general education.
The exhibitions of early craftsmen plying their trade would be popular points of interest for the general visitor.
The making of handmade brick, the blowing of window glass, the working of iron and wood—of which the original
methods are all but forgotten—could be carried on with the old tools and in the old backgrounds. The operations
themselves might be let out by concession so that the products could be sold to pay for the work.
The nature of the exhibits is such that many builders’ supply concerns might be more than willing to contribute
important material. For the new “Building Materials Gallery” in the Supervising Architect’s office in Washington,
manufacturers and building supply houses are said to have donated $100,000 worth of material. In the case, however,
of the Museum of American Architecture great care would need to be taken to exclude items of only commercial
interest.
It would be quite possible to expand the activities of the Museum to include the related fields of city planning,
landscape design and interior furnishing.
Administration of the Museum
The Museum would constitute a unit of the National Park Service. It would be administered by a Director who
would report directly to the Director of the bureau, and thus indirectly to the Secretary of the Interior. He would be
an architect with special experience in the field of historic architecture, as would most of the staff. All would pursue
original lines of research for publication by the Museum.
The Director of the Museum would be guided in general policy and in the acceptance of donations by an Advisory
Council appointed by the Secretary of the Interior, of persons of recognized standing in the field of historic
architecture or specially related museum activities. The activities of the Museum would be financed by Congressional
appropriation and by private gift.1
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The Museum of American Architecture:
A Progress Report
by Charles E. Peterson

About five and a half years ago, the development of a central museum specializing in American architectural history
was first discussed in the National Park Service. It appeared that such an institution might help solve a vitally
important problem within the bureau, as well as offer important assistance to other persons and agencies
participating in the study and preservation of the historic buildings of the country. The idea met with some favor
and a trial balloon was sent up in the form of an article in the November 1936 Octagon. No general reaction was
observed and few comments were received. The American Institute of Architects was ready to endorse the proposal
officially, but it was adjudged by the Service too early to attempt the fixing of a policy and no decision was reached
in the matter at that time. Since 1936 certain developments in St. Louis may point the direction to such an
architectural museum, and this article is intended to acquaint its readers with what has so far been done.
The National Park Service some time ago began in the West a limited program of historic and prehistoric building
conservation. Such places as the Casa Grande and Tumacacorri National Monuments and the Mesa Verde National
Park have been under its care for years. In the East, however, it was with the beginnings of planning and construction
at the George Washington Birthplace National Monument and the Colonial National Historical Park, that such
activity became a prominent feature of the organization’s work. During the past eleven years, a long series of projects
have been undertaken, beginning with the Wakefield garden and culminating (for the time being) with the
rehabilitation of the Old St. Louis Courthouse. Having been designated in 1935 as the special agency to care for the
historical properties of the Federal Government, the Service may in the future reasonably expect to have new
architectural-antiquarian problems entrusted to it in addition to the maintenance of those buildings reconditioned
already.
The planning for, and supervision of, old building restoration raises immediately the problem of a trained personnel.
It requires men who understand architectural construction, who can make accurate drawings, and who have the
ability to coordinate them with documentary material. Intelligence and taste alone are not enough. The man in charge
of such work must have a real and special instinct for antiquarian investigation. He must be both an amateur and a
professional. Under the present conditions, he must be able to educate himself. He is hard to find; there are not too
many with the necessary qualifications. Under the frequently inflexible methods of acquiring personnel for
government work, it is often difficult to employ him. Once employed, he does not always fit within the framework of
a group organized to produce work on a businesslike schedule. Eleven years of activity have seen quite a number of
men come and go in the Branch of Plans and Design, the architectural unit of the National Park Service. While the
greatest diligence has been used to secure qualified men for work on historic buildings, very few have been found on
test to have special aptitude for it.
It appears that such men belong to a profession whose existence is hardly yet recognized. In this country many
restorations are, even today, directed by architects unlearned in period design and craftsmanship, by historians
unaware of the nature of physical objects, by archaeologists with no more background than the digging of Indian
mounds, or, too commonly, by sentimental laymen enthusiastic about the architectural associations of their ancestors.
It is not surprising, therefore, that the majority of restoration projects are badly handled and that many antiquarian
values are thus forever lost. There are no standards for such work which are today generally accepted throughout
the United States. Our American architectural schools have so far failed to be of much help. Perhaps it is not their
duty to work on such things. How can we acquire a real knowledge of American building design and construction,
and thus be able to undertake restoration work with sympathy and understanding? How can a group of experts be
developed and financed? One excellent solution seems to be a museum, staffed by able curators and consultants, to
educate the public in this field. It is an answer which has produced results in other fields and offers a fair chance of
finding the necessary financial support.

The St. Louis Project
With the establishment of the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial on the St. Louis Riverfront came the
necessity of salvaging a large number of architectural specimens. Standing on the forty city blocks of the Memorial
area in 1936 were about five hundred buildings of varying size, age and interest. The boundaries included roughly the
site of the original town of St. Louis, capital of Spanish Upper Louisiana. Creole structures of the colonial years
(1764–1804) had all disappeared, but a somewhat unusual group of mid-nineteenth century buildings still remained.
A study of these was undertaken by the architectural research unit.
It was eventually decided that the Manuel Lisa Warehouse (built about 1818, an important fur trading
headquarters), the Old Cathedral (built 1830–1834, Roman Catholic), and the Old Courthouse (built 1839–1865)
were of outstanding interest and worthy of preservation in situ. Certain others, like the headquarters of the Great
Southern Overland Mail (built 1850; period of historic importance, 1858) were of considerable interest, but because
of their bulk and location would be extremely awkward in appearance left on their original sites and would form
obstructions to the future development of the Memorial. Others were significant only from an antiquarian
standpoint; their interest confined to a facade or perhaps to some well modeled cast-iron column capitals. A few
buildings of unusual interest, like the National-Scott Hotel (1818, 1832 and 1847), the Jean Baptiste Roy house (c.
1829) and the Joseph Labbadie3 house (c. 1835) lie near the borders of the area, but have not yet been acquired for
preservation. Eads Bridge (1868–1874) and the Merchants’ Exchange (1873–1875) also on the edge of the area are
of considerable interest, but their size and nature do not suggest inclusion in the Memorial area.
Condemnation proceedings were instituted in 1939 and possession acquired through a declaration of taking.
General demolition of the buildings in the area began in October of that year and was completed in May 1941.
Hundreds of items varying from small decorative pieces to whole facades were placed in storage. The Denchar
Building, a large modern brick, steel and concrete building, was reserved for them and nearly filled. It had been
decided in advance that the most important architectural material fell under two classifications: (1) decorative cast
iron; (2) early examples of iron and glass construction of interest in the evolution of modern architecture. Outside
of these two groups there were a large number of typical nineteenth century items not yet rare except in museums.
Included in the salvage are an early telephone booth, double-glazed for shouting in private, and a passenger elevator
installation of 1881. The identifications of the various items selected were written into the demolition specifications
and each piece was delivered at the warehouse by the contractor. Individual pieces were marked and stacked in rows
and piles. Some specimens were unavoidably wrecked while being taken down; others were discovered during the
course of the work. They make, altogether, an impressive mass of material.
Because of the unusual nature of this operation, the opinions of the few architectural historians known to be
passing through St. Louis were solicited for the guidance of the staff. Professor Sigfried Giedion of Zurich and
Harvard seemed the most pleased with the idea, and included some notes on the riverfront buildings in his new book,
Space,Time and Architecture (pp. 134–138, 223). Other visitors were impressed, none hostile. Lewis Mumford wrote
a very encouraging letter concerning the structural evolution shown in these buildings. The local newspapers seemed
to consider these activities news and, insofar as it has been possible to judge, created considerable interest. The
“Cast Iron Age” is a term that now means something to St. Louisans. They apparently want to know more, judging
by the number of groups in the city who have asked for historical-architectural lectures. This year, Works Progress
Administration funds have been set aside for museum developments on the St. Louis project. While the larger part
of the budget will be spent on general historical exhibits, a certain amount is expected for the arrangement and
labeling of the architectural specimens in order that they may be shown and interpreted to the public.
(The text has been digitized and reformatted from an excerpt from The Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians,Vol. I,
2
No. 3–4 (July–October 1941). Pages were numbered 24–26)
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Eric Nordstrom

Founder and Owner or URBAN REMAINS and BLDG 51 Museum
Located In Chicago ILL.
For over a decade Urban Remains has dealt exclusively in the reclamation of American architectural artifacts,
antiques, and other relics found among industrial buildings, commercial, and residential structures throughout the
midwest. The website displays over 25,000 recovered artifacts, dating from the mid-19th century to the late 1960s.
They do not deal in any new or reproduction items, and most of the pieces are directly salvaged at demolition sites
within Chicago and other locations. New items are added to the website on a daily basis, displaying every piece and
its history that is available to the public from their warehouse. The Urban Remains website combines with their Bldg.
51 archive / museum in exhibiting artifacts that are part of Eric Nordstrom's extensive personal collection. The Bldg.
51 Museum contains many historically important elements from numerous significant Chicago buildings. Their
emphasis is mostly on theaters or movie palaces, as well as artifacts from Frank Lloyd Wright and Louis Sullivan
buildings. Recently the Bldg. 51 Museum has expanded to include many non Chicago design elements, showcasing a
wider array of urban industrial history and architecture.
When Eric was a graduate student, he would also spend time salvaging building artifacts every chance he got,
collecting historic relics and photographing these remains. The massive collection is curated from several thousand
photographs of artifacts he rescued over the years, many from Chicago buildings that he discovered were about to
be destroyed. Many pieces may come and go as his fascination changes over time, and the collection of objects and
artifacts is often broken apart and reorganized in multiple sub groups. The majority of these recovered items come
from construction workers who inform him about proposed building demolitions. Sometimes he’ll will also buy out
factories who are seeking to liquidate their assets, where he finds many industrial artifacts. Eric has taken his science
background and applied it toward his love of architectural salvage. Like myself, he has a passion toward learning about
each of the buildings he encounters. Eric Nordstrom, who does the photo documenting by himself, from his
estimation, has well over 300,000 images in his personal archive.

Fig 3.1
Fig 3.2

112

From different kinds of glass windows, to historic
building hardware and 1920s Farie lamps, Toledo stools,
industrial style tables, antique electrical instruments, and
old service station signs, Eric Nordstrom has collected
what ever you can think of. He opened Urban Remains
in 2006 and has been primary salvager on some of
Chicago's most celebrated and distinguished buildings.
Today, Nordstrom is further developing his Bldg. 51
American Building Artifact Museum and Gallery which
also acts as the home for many items in his own personal
collection.
In Urban Remains' immense warehouse store located
in Chicago's West Town neighborhood, a patron might
engage anything that contains some kind of historical
value designed within it. The Midwest, and Chicago turn
out to be great hunting grounds for Eric’s desire for urban
archaeology. The Middle Coast is also abundant with
historical contents waiting to be reclaimed and rescued
from its 19th and midcentury commercial structures.
Fig 3.3

Fig 3.4

Urban Remains is located at 1850 W. Grand Ave
Fig 3.5

Fig 3.6
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Fig 3.7
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Nordstrom's first major salvage was the 1931 Art
Deco Nortown Theater located in Chicago's West Ridge
neighborhood, which he started in 2007. It's a particular
sentiment that transforms his very personal variety of
salvage into something related to art excavation. Eric’s
wealthy clientele are usually in search of a one of a kind
artifact which he salvages. Among the objects his
customers want him to look out for are Frank Lloyd
Wright leaded art glass windows, Louis Sullivan designed
Chicago Stock Exchange pieces, unique elevator
medallions from the Winslow Brothers foundry and
forgotten works from significant buildings branded with
the the likes of Mies Van Der Rohe or Walter Gropius.

Fig 3.8

Fig 3.9

Fig 3.10

Fig 3.11
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Each Fragment Details a History
This is a single late 19th century white glazed terra cotta exterior building facade curtain wall fragment
removed from the historically important Reliance Building during extensive renovations completed in the late
1990’s. The Gothic style fragment contain a subtle allover crazed finish, likely caused from prolonged exposure to
the outdoor elements. The Reliance Building’s terra cotta facade or curtain was designed by Charles Atwood and
executed by the Northwestern Terra Cotta company, Chicago. Ill. The lightweight fragment has beed lightly
cleaned. In 1890, real estate speculator William Hale commissioned architects Daniel Burnham and John
Wellborn Root to draw up plans for a new building located at the corner of State and Washington streets. The
architectural firm of Burnham & Root were renowned locally for designing several commercial buildings found
throughout downtown Chicago. Root developed the floating raft system, which enabled designers to build large,
steel-frame buildings on a reinforced concrete foundation, a necessity in Chicago’s moist soil. Root and Hale
agreed that the new building needed to have large glass windows on the first floor with large, open spaces. Hale
intended to have several stories dedicated to smaller tenants, with offices for doctors and dentists on the
uppermost floors. he also specifically emphasized the need for natural lighting on each and every floor. The plan
for the Reliance Building was consistent with the growing concept of the Chicago School of Architecture, which
emphasized the importance of designing to address the function of a building.

Fig 3.12

This white glazed terra cotta fragment is traced to the reliance building
facade and its restoration, and by proxy the visions of daniel burnham
and charles atwood in 1894.

Fig 3.13
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The focus of his specific collection centers on
architectural building elements encompassing various
materials, including, art glass, cast iron, terra cotta and
woodwork. Much of his understanding depends on the
amount of time he has allowed for research when he
first acquires and/or documents a piece, however as
Eric continues to revisit his collection and conduct
research on other incoming artifacts, the story always
becomes more broad. He stands more determined
than ever to establish a dynamic or fluid criteria for
reorganizing the recovered objects, to give each
narrative a more appreciable identity.
He also
continuously arranges and rearranges any and
sometimes all artifacts that is housed within his Bldg. 51
museum. This is done as a means for him to promote
inspiration and expose hidden stories held within the
historically important remnants of the past. At the
most minimal classification there exists information
attributed to every artifact that allows Eric as well as
architectural enthusiast to reconnect with their specific
histories.

Fig 3.15

Fig 3.14
Chicago Great Fire Residential Figural Gutter Spout Burned Relic

Fig 3.16

Fig 3.17
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BLDG. 51 Museum
The following selection of photographs provides a unique glimpse into the Bldg. 51 museum. Many new
acquisitions are constantly being added to this ever increasing repository of historically important building
artifacts; to enrich narratives, contribute to and expand existing exhibits, and to strengthen the depth and extent
of knowledge concerning 19th and early 20th century American architectural history and theory, based on
traditions, regions, design trends, and progressive technology. The Bldg 51 collection focuses on artifacts from
wellknown architects such as Frank Lloyd Wright and Loius Sullivan, along with a selection of Chicago's
commercial buildings and theaters.

Fig 3.18

Fig 3.19

118

Fig 3.20

Fig 3.21

Fig 3.22

Fig 3.23
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Fig 3.24

Fig 3.25
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Fig 3.27

Fig 3.26

Fig 3.28
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Sir John Soane Museum

Sir John Soane (1753-1837) was one of England’s most innovative architects, an admired professor at the Royal
Academy, and was the primary designer of the Bank of England building. He was known as a passionate enthusiast
of the ancient Mediterranean, converting his London home into an architectural museum, an educational studio,
and a showcase overflowing with many artifacts. Sir John Soane always enjoyed continuously transforming his
entire home, property and its interior into how it exists today, eventually leaving his complete collection to the
nation through an Act of Parliament with the major condition that it remain as a museum exactly as he arranged
it during his life. The museum and other rooms are loaded with literally hundreds of works of art and historical
objects, including the sarcophagus of Seti I, architectural artifacts, drawings by Piranesi, and paintings by Canaletto
and Turner. The Picture Gallery is designed with walls composed of folding panels, the domed and mirrored ceiling
of the Breakfast Room help illuminate the interior from the top, the library, the Monument Court and the so
called Monk's Yard, complete with architectural fragments, including chunks of medieval stonework from the
Palace of Westminster.
Sir John Soane’s Museum is identified by the Oxford Dictionary of Architecture as “one of the most complex,
intricate, and ingenious series of interiors ever conceived”. The museum interior spaces form interlocking rooms
on different levels that are loaded from floor to ceiling with pictures, architectural prints, drawings, plaster model
casts, antique fragments, and many architectural models. During the first 100 years of the museums existence
after Soane’s death it lay mostly unvisited and untouched by its curators as a time capsule waiting to be
discovered. During the 20th century a succession of exceptional directors precipitated its comeback while also
respecting Soane’s wishes that it should be kept as he had left it and opened to everyone free of charge. To this
day only 70 visitors are allowed in the museum at one time, which often means a line is always present waiting for
entry outside. Discplay and artifact labels and lighting are distinct, no public amenities, information desk, or the
desirable cafe just outside the entrance. The lack of modern museum amenities that most take for granted only
magnifies the Soane’s cultural status which makes it even more unique. Last year the Sir John Soane Museum
attracted around 110,000 visitors who come to experience this vast collection that has been housed in the
residence since the early 19th century.
Soane was a selective collector with a hoarding disposition who seemed to fear the horror of an empty space.
He exhibited his large collections with a regard for ornamental arrangement and uniformity with a goal to
characterize what is considered historically, architecturally, or aesthetically important from what is not. For many
of the museum’s visitors, it’s not one single work of art they remember, it’s the entire collection as a whole that
they remember. With the museums top lit galleries, double height spaces and dark, misterious subterranean
basement, no building in London can compare with the same atmosphere.

Fig 3.29
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Established: 1837
Collection: 45,000 Objects
Location: London, England Visitors: 100,000 - 110,000 Annually

[30,000 Drawings]

Sir John Soane demolished and rebuilt three connected houses in succession on the north side of London’s
Lincoln Inn Fields. He began with house No. 12 between 1792 and 1794, externally, was a plain brick house. After
becoming a Professor of Architecture at the Royal Academy in 1806, Soane then purchased connected house No.
13 and rebuilt it in two phases in 1808–09 and 1812. In 1808–09 Soane built his drawing room and created space
for his growing artifact collection, later becoming the museum on the site of the former stable block at the back.
In 1812 he rebuilt the front part of the property while adding a protruding Portland Stone facade to the ground,
first floor, and basement levels of the building. This formed three open galleries, but Soane added windows to the
arches during a later time. Once Soane had moved into house No. 13, he decided to rent out his former home
at No. 12. After finishing the rebuilding of house No.13, Soane used the building as an architectural workshop,
frequently remodelling the interiors over many years. By 1823 he purchased a third house, No. 14, which he also
destroyed and rebuilt in 1823–24. This particular spatial expansion allowed him to construct a picture gallery
which linked to the rebuilt house No.13. The front main part of the reconstructed third house was treated as a
separate residence and also as an investment. Unfortunately this particular space was not internally connected
to the other buildings. House No. 14 was left to his family after his death in 1837 as it was not included as part
of the museum's main plans. Near the end of the 19th century a decision was made to reconnect the rear rooms
of house No. 12 directly to the museum in No. 13 and since 1969 No. 12 has been managed by the administrators
as part of the Museum which contained a research library until 2009. Until 1947, the museum's trustees remained
entirely independent, relying exclusively on Soane's original funding assets. Since that date, the museum has
received a Grant-in-Aid from the British Government annually to assist in the upkeep of it.

Fig 3.30

The museum is located in Holborn, London, adjacent to Lincoln's Inn Fields. It is a non-departmental public
body sponsored by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport.
Fig 3.31

Fig 3.32
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Fig 3.35

Fig 3.33

Fig 3.34
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The dome area, museum corridor, and the colonnade stand as the most celebrated spaces in the house. These
areas are mostly toplit similar to banking halls in Soane’s own masterpiece, the Bank of England building. The
strategically designed picture gallery has walls consisting of large moveable planes that allow it to house as much
as three times as many elements as a space of similar area could normally house. The domestic rooms of house
No. 13 are located at the front of the house. The domed ceiling located in the breakfast room is designed with
convex mirrors which had played a role in influencing many architects and designers from around the world. The
famed library / dining room demonstrates the influence of Etruscan tombs and sometimes even gothic
representation in its collection of small pendants like those that are evident in fan vaulting. The study room
includes a collection of some Roman architectural fragments and the Monument Court and Monk's Yard contain
another vast variety of Soane’s collected architectural fragments. In 1825 the Seti sarcophagus arrived at his
house and Soane held a three day long celebration and more than eight hundred people were invited to attend.

Over the years Soane continued to obtain many artifacts and proudly displayed them, but instead of
categorising objects like Eric Nordstrom, owner of Urban Remains, he decided to display his large collection in
unique and diverse ways instead. In 1812, Soane’s collection had completely dominated the space that once
occupied the stables in the back of house number 13. Due to the extensive growth of his collection, he needed
a lot more room, so he purchased the rest of the house and moved in, giving him plenty of new open space to
display his growing collection. At this point Soane opened up the house to many of his students with a desire to
guide their knowledge with his collection. Similar to Eric Nordstrom, Soane was constantly arranging and
rearranging these artifacts throughout his life, not just to accommodate space for new pieces, but also to amplify
their symbolic and artistic qualities. The organisation of the museum portray a chaotic atmosphere but to some,
however it seems purposeful that each room is designed as a work of art in its own right.

Fig 3.37
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Historical Contents
The museum’s guests leave astonished over Soane’s unique collection that is displayed throughout his estate
but the true surprises for the archaeological minded patrons are the hidden artifacts that one must seek out. The
dome space and the colonnade are almost overwhelming as one first experiences the large, well lit, and immense
area of the museum. In this location, a statue of Apollo, greets and attracts visitors into a confined hallway covered
on nearly every wall, table, and shelf surface with architectural fragments and sculptures. Trained eyes will be able
to identify a marble capital from the original attic of the Pantheon in Rome, a fragment in the form of a female
torso from the Erechtheion on the Acropolis at Athens, and an almost perfect bust of Soane himself. What is
considered the prime item, however, lies in the Crypt in the lowest level of the museum. The basement has an
atmosphere that equivalent to a Roman catacomb, as that is what Soane desired of the space, and at the centre
of its winding niches he placed the Egyptian alabaster sarcophagus of King Seti I which dates back to 1303-1290
BC. Soane did not organize his collection by particular typologies, instead, he wished to offer a creative
architectural experience greatly influenced by his travels in the Mediterranean. His legacy of the museum
exemplifies an expression of how he imagined the ancient past and his vision for the future of 19th century
London.
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Fig 3.42

National Building Arts Center
St. Louis native, Larry Giles, has spent a significant amount of the last four decades diligently salvaging, and
saving the architectural history of his Midwestern hometown. From elegant brickwork to the terra cotta friezes
that used to decorate turn of the century buildings and skyscrapers, Giles has had a chance in recovering these
priceless artifacts and preserving them for future generations to come. He’s spent many hours dangling from the
roofs of soon to be demolished buildings, with tools for the job in hand, slowly exposing layer after layer of history.
His historical collection now includes more than 300,000 items stored in over 1,600 wooden crates, all neatly
organized inside the steel framed buildings of the old Sterling Steel Casting Company, a 15-acre site located in
Sauget, Illinois. Giles’s collection consists of architectural artifacts like glass, stonework, ornamental cast iron,
bronze sculptures, altars from St. Louis churches, over 2000 doorknobs, even a full facade from Gaslight Square, a
faux Victorian entertainment district built in the 1950s. After purchasing the Sterling Steel site, he spent a year
moving 650 tractor trailer loads of artifacts, all relocated from his former storage locations. Giles wants to turn
his fourty year recovery investment into a museum and research facility, the National Building Arts Center, which
has the opportunity to become an unparalleled institution for researching American buildings and architecture,
and the history of the built environment.
Giles embarked on his salvage journey in the 1970s after returning from Vietnam. After his military stint
overseas, he returned to find a lot of the history he had grown up on was beginning to disappear, with hundreds
of buildings a year disappearing due to demolition and redevelopment. In the beginning, he ran Soulard Resources,
a company that helps renovate and restore old buildings. Then he started St. Louis Architectural Art Co., a
salvaging company that would become his life’s work. He became an expert at recovering architectural artifacts
from larger buildings in the central business district of St. Louis, which included the Title Guarantee and Buder
buildings.
The St. Louis based National Building Arts Center advocates public awareness of the essential roles of
architecture, manufacturing, construction, and urban design in our built environment. The National Building Arts
Center is an extraordinary and developing study center containing the nation’s largest and most diversified supply
of building artifacts, all supported with a vast research library offering broad information relating to architecture
and associated arts. Their collection represents the largest effort toward directly understanding the American
built environment and the historical process of its development. The NBAC aims to use its massive inventory to
educate the entire public on all aspects of the building arts from design to fabrication. The Center’s on going
attempt towards assembling a collection on a national level has resulted in the transfer of some 1500 artifacts
from the Brooklyn Museum in New York to the NBAC conservatory near St. Louis. Scholars acknowledge the
city as one of the nation’s key entities in the development of architectural materials, forms, and styles.
Throughout the 19th and 20th centuries, St. Louis was a major manufacturing center for building and construction
materials. These manufacturers satisfied the need for both local and national industries and played a crucial role
in the building of cities and towns during the nations westward development. The Center also houses a
substantial selection of entire historic building facades, objects of ornament, and related artifacts representing the
thorough extent of materials, building types, and designs. The larger more broad collection includes historic
residential, commercial, industrial, religious, institutional, and civic buildings. Most of the hoard is one of a kind
work designed for specific buildings by famed architects, engineers, and sculptors whose work represents St. Louis,
Chicago, New York, and other major centers of national building culture.

Founder and CEO
Larry Giles
Fig 3.44
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Established: 2002
Location: Sauget, IL

Collection: >300,000 Objects
Visitors: Figures Unavailable

The National Building Arts Center occupies the former Sterling Steel Casting Company foundry in Sauget,
Illinois, just outside of East St. Louis. Opened in 1922 and closed in 2001, the foundry covers 15 acres and
includes 13 historic casting, pattern storage and other office buildings. Since occupying the Sterling Steel foundry
in 2005, the NBAC has instituted a rehabilitation effort that has preserved the historic character and detail of
the buildings so that their past use is highlighted and able to be admired. There are very few industrial
preservation projects similar to this one in anywhere North America.
After Larry Giles discontinued his salvage business about 15 years ago, he had great ambitions to do something
significant with his collection. It was at that point when a friend suggested he inquire about the abandoned steel
foundry. The factory proved to be a perfect location for Giles’ collection. Constructed out of well constructed
structural steel, the building supplies a sufficient amount of room for storage, and hopefully, future collections and
research facilities available to all. The largest structure on the site encompasses around 45,000 square feet of
area. Over the years, Giles has transformed the old Sterling Steel Casting Co. foundry into a warehouse of bricks,
steel, iron and every other type of historical building material anyone can think of. During this time, the facility
is run by a crew of volunteers, interns, and students, all who enjoy the act of architectural preservation and
education. Occasional on site tours are offered, and staff help writers and scholars utilize the collection for
research of all kinds. Giles believes the NBAC could be a center for scholarship and a resource for architectural
students seeking to learn much more about their interests in the subject.
Fig 3.45
Above: Painting of the Sterling Steel Casting Company foundry as it appeared in 1972.This is the home of the National Building Arts Center.

National Building Arts Center, 2300 Falling Springs Road, Sauget, IL 62206
Fig 3.46
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Research Library

Programs

Conservation
The Center aims to work with an accredited local
university to develop an academic conservation
program like none other in the country. Their artifact
collection would offer students the chance to learn
conservation techniques for nearly every historic
building material found in North America, while this
library offers specialized primary sources essential for
conservation knowledge. There are few developed
conservation programs in the United States, and none
has access to a vast study collection.

The NBAC research library holds more than 300,000 items related to architecture, industry, and the allied arts
in single titles, periodicals, primary documents, construction drawings, and trade catalogs. Their special collections
include original source material from numerous manufacturers of building materials, and an estimated 6,000
photographs and prints. The library also contains a significant St. Louis section containing many rare and unique
books and manuscripts. Records of the United Railways Co. are the archives’ largest holding of St. Louis material
with records including correspondence, photographs, and an estimated 20,000 original drawings documenting the
manufacturing of streetcars, construction of buildings and bridges, and the laying of some 450 miles of track.

Library and Archive Collections
Architectural and Engineering Drawings, Books and Periodicals, Manuscripts, Trade Catalogs, Correspondence,
Photographs and Prints, and thousands of Postcards. Building trades unions are located in their extensive library
archive including in special collections of historic artifacts.

Fig 3.48

An artist’s rendering of the proposed National Building Arts Center
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Education
The National Building Arts Center has worked to
bring their collected knowledge and resources to
students across the St. Louis region. Using plans,
photographs and drawings from their collection,
students spend a semester working on art and related
projects exploring seven selected buildings that is
archived in the center. Professionals and speakers who
work in the architecture and building industry meet
with the students and discuss historic preservation,
architecture, and careers in related fields. The NBAC
hosts an exhibit at St. Louis City Hall where teenagers
display their models, works of art, and knowledge to
the public and members of the architecture profession.
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Collections
The NBAC collection of architectural artifacts emerged in the early 1970s when Larry Giles opened a business
in Soulard, St. Louis rehabbing houses and salvaging house parts. His appreciation of the city’s historic architecture
influenced him to undertake the recovery and preservation of significant artifacts from large demolition projects
in the St. Louis. As his collections expanded, so did his devotion to establishing a public museum and study center
which is now in the development phase of realization.
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Castelvecchio
Castelvecchio was constructed in the years 1354-1357 by Cangrande II of the ruling Della Scala family. It was
mainly intended both as a home and a defensive fortification. Following comprehensive restoration work, since
1928 it has accommodated the museum of Veronese art and sculpture from the Middle Ages into present day.
After suffering damage during the Second World War, it was later restored by renouned architect Carlo Scarpa
during 1957-1964, and the museum was reorganised after completion. Considered to be an intervention that is
exemplifies an important example of museum science at an international level. Beginning in 1957, under the
supervision of Licisco Maganato, an advanced organizing of the entire building was planned, to restore the treasure
of the buildings prominent historical and artistic legacy. This essential and historical alteration prefered
authenticity, and removed the erroneous references constructed in the previous renovation. The mission of
restoration and museum installation was invested in Scarpa, whose distinctly innovative solution is widely
acknowledged as one of the best examples of museum renovation of post war Italy. Scarpa's unique architectural
style is visible in the details for everything from his staircase designs, doorways, furnishings, and even components
designed to support a specific piece of artwork. The Castelvecchio Museum was Carlo Scarpa's biggest
accomplishment when it came to showcasing his manipulation of ancient buildings. The new is restrained away
from the old by specially designed reveal-joints and spatial apertures that function as very small conceptual moats.
Every work of art is strategically held up to view by a specially designed stand or bracket that allows the visitor
to relate more to the art in a different way.
Castelvecchio shows more than any place else how Scarpa’s architectural design is based on contrasting and
merging of the spaces with specific modern elements and his decision to express, rather than hide the differing
layers of history. Intricacy is sometimes viewed by many as being counteractive to quality in modern design,
however, Scarpa understands the opportunities that are created when it is well handeled. Through a simple
difference in levels and details, Scarpa has created a profound division of the features within a location in the
museum in which many fragments of both his integrated design and the old building unite. It is compelling to
compare the entrance stairs at Castelvecchio with prints by the famed engraver, architect, and artist, Piranesi, who
I will be discussing later. These impressive settings illustrate a sequence of structures in which landings project
into subterranean areas, creating the elegant and creative personality that is produced throughout much of
Scarpa’s design work. Scarpa thrived at manipulating the characteristics of materials, old and new and the intricate
gestures of his paving design and details of the steps exist as perfect examples of his capacity to exhibit fine details
with an immeasurable quality. Scarpa’s careful thought pertaining to materials and details helped his work to
execute a perception of progression with the multiple historical layers within Castelvecchio. The museum is a
precedent for a special way in which tradition can shape a part of modern design.

Carlo Scarpa

Fig 3.69
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Completed: 1376 A.D.
Location:Verona, Italy

Function: Museum
Visitors: Figures unavailable

Castelvecchio is a powerful structure and small in its size with very little ornamentation, one building
constructed in red bricks but considered one of the most prominent examples of Gothic architecture of the age.
The castle is surrounded by a semi deep ditch, which was once filled with the waters from the nearby Adige River.
It performs as a single entity, but it is really a complex made up of three pronounced enclosed perimeters. In the
central courtyard, from which the museum is accessed today, there once existed a fortification and the space
functioned as a training ground for soldiers during the castles prime and was closed off on three sides by the
fortress wall. The first tower was known as the Clock Tower and at this tower, the church of San Martino in
Aquaro had been preserved. The second tower related to the drawbridge, the third guarded the corner and the
fourth protected the wall closest to the river. The castle is located on the location of a Roman fortress outside
the Roman city. Lord Cangrande II della Scala had it constructed along with its bridge across the Adige River as
an obstacle to his more dominant neighbors such as Venice, and the Gonzaga and Sforza families. The fortified
bridge was designed to allow the inhabitants to escape safely northwards in the event of a rebellion. Over the
last 700 years, Castelvecchio has been marked by numerous military engagements, alterations, and events. In 1923
it was transformed from its military function to a museum.
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A Hybrid of History
In 1958, the museum underwent a total reorganization in an effort to
restore the value of both the historical and the artistic additions designed by
Scarpa.

A variety of textures and building
materials come together in this place.
Fig 3.73
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Carlo Scarpa intended to tell the story of Castelvecchio for what it was by highlighting the building’s very
diverse history. He planned demolitions and peeled back some of the roofs to reveal their forgotten layers of
history. He employed modern materials in expressive methods as a link between sections by emphasizing what
is historical fact compared to the inauthenticity of the '20s renovation. He perceived the past for what it really
was without embellishment nor nostalgia and discerned that the social and political history of Castelvechio was
more notable than the forms of the architecture. Scarpa realized that these deep histories are revealed within
its architecture and features. His demolition not only clarified his endeavor to develop perfect relationships
between the eastern and western sections of the museum, it also demonstrates a side of Scarpa's perspective
towards new architecture as it relates to existing historic structures. In his redesign of Castelvecchio, Scarpa
fundamentally organized particular features of the past while integrating new concepts. At the programmatic level,
he sustained an equilibrium between existing spaces and their forseen capabilities compared to other areas, the
available floor area and the requirements of the museum program, and most important of all, the configuration of
the building and its reinvention. At Castelvecchio, Scarpa provides a specific technique of reformulating the
existing space so that it provides a critical passage for the visitors of the museum. He wanted the details of the
original building to activate the series of spaces throughout the museum. His main focus was to create new
forms in a way that attracted attention to the existing structure, without subtracting from its historic and artistic
significance.
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Museum visitors are constantly exposed to the contrasting
styles of old and new, interior and exterior, as they move
through the museum spaces.
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Strategic Manipulation
Scarpa balances three proposals in redesigning Castelvecchio: his understanding of the history of the castle,
highlighting the architectural significance of its original details, and fulfilling the new necessities of the museum.
However this particular approach depends on a significant mixture of the building's existing elements and the
history that is expressed in each of them. His redesign of Castelvecchio reveals his critical idea that new design
proposes a reinterpretation of the importance of the building itself. This approach guides us to an important
concept regarding the meaning of monuments where the significance of it can only be interpreted and in no way
concluded through any permanent criteria. This is mainly evident in Scarpa's decisive selection of the elements
he erased and those he preserved. Scarpa's demolition at Castlevecchio is far more selective than artistic and his
additions are extremely more creative than essential in their design. Consequently, a crucial understanding about
Scarpa's museum is that extending the life of monuments and buildings through specific preservation methods
can possibly erase just as much history from memory as such structures record in them. Monuments do not just
embody and immortalize historical figures, political events, or architectural styles, they also express a dynamic
significance for the present as they survive into our own future.
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Fig 3.82

Influential Exposure
Scarpa’s concept was to expose the various layers of construction, and to visibly define new interventions
from the old. His introduction of concrete and steel within the brick and stone walls of the castle was
innovative. Besides trying to combine with the existing building, Scarpa's details clearly defined his work as being
different from the old, almost designing it to float over it in a way. His actions are based on the strategic use of
steel and above all, concrete. Only one singular roof beam of reinforced concrete extends to the western city
wall. The plastered wall ends abruptly and allows the view of the open steel girder inside. At this location a
replica statue of the Gangrande stands on a concrete base, considered to be the most important and viewed
exhibit of the museum. It can be seen from nearly every perspective when visitors are up close, due to its
positioning on a thin metal balcony. Scarpa does not shy away from destroying a considerable part of the
historical essence, thus ignoring fundamental preservation values for the conservation of historical architectural
monuments. On the other hand, his use of differently treated concrete in Castelvecchio is a pleasant concept of
perceiving the fortification of the medieval building in a modern design representation.
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Hedmark Museum
Sverre Fehn

Sverre Fehn, architect of the Hedmark Museum, was born in Kongsberg, Buskerud. He received his
architectural education in Oslo Norway from an independent school that was operated under various names
during the decades following WWII, today known as the Oslo School of Architecture and Design. Fehn promptly
became the leading Norwegian architect of his generation. In 1952–1953, he discovered vernacular architecture
while visiting Morocco, which turned out to be extremely influential his future work as an architect. Later he
moved to Paris, where he worked for two years in the studio of famed architect and furniture designer Jean
Prouvé, and this is where he became acquainted with Le Corbusier. In 1954, during his return to Norway, Fehn
opened a studio of his own. Most of his designs were unbuilt and by the time he won the Pritzker Prize in 1997
only 11 of his buildings were completed. In his early 30's Fehn gained international recognition for his design of
the Norwegian Pavilion at the 1958 Brussels World Exhibition. In the 1960s he fashioned two designs that have
remained highlights of his lengthy career: the Nordic Pavilion at the Venice Biennale from 1962 and the Hedmark
Museum in Hamar, Norway, constructed over a lengthy time from 1967–79. Fehn's other remarkable buildings
include Schreiner House in Oslo and Busk House at Bamble.
Fehn’s Hedmark Museum, like Scarpa's Castelvecchio, is considered a work of art in the field of restoration
and design dealing with the past. It is obvious that there is a strong influence of the works by Carlo Scarpa, and
also of his way to understand the restoration of a structure and involving it with exhibition design. During his
career as an architect, Scarpa successfully combined both conventions, refusing the lack of detail and material
mediocrity of fundamental modernism. In the 1950s, Scarpa changed the way for architectural restoration and
renovation projects with designs that, other than just merely fixing historical dilemmas, transformed and gave
new significance to old buildings. Fehn’s Hedmark Museum is not only an extraordinary work in the field of
restoration but also a monumental way that mixes local vernacular concepts that blend strategically with the
existing archaeological site. The architect’s main strategy was to construct a concrete promenade that permits
the visitor to meander through the building without actually walking on it. This elevated walkway is also
continuous inside and outside of the museum, and presents a broad dimension uniting exterior with interior
spaces. While Scarpa’s renovation project in Castelvecchio is seemingly more complex, this elevated approach
was also used as part of his scheme. The mission, again, consisted of building an exhibition space in and around
an old historic castle setting that lay in ruins. Scarpa was more drastic with his restoration commission as he
even eliminated parts of the castle’s old structures, which was something that Fehn refused to do in his Hedmark
Museum concept.
In the Hedmark Museum, there’s also a vast and concentrated effort to showcase small details that somehow
can be linked to Scarpa's expertise in his own designs. Fehn's museum relates greatly to Castlevecchio in which
every art piece is somehow exhibited in an unusual but precise way. The objects themselves would have a very
different significance if they were displayed in a conventional archaeological museum setting anywhere else.
Sverre Fehn thinks about which is the best way to display every object, depending on its dimensions, its
significance, and its individual qualities. Fehn designs the museum so that each object is displayed in a new way,
by somehow exaggerating the significance of it. In fact, it is hard to believe that Fehn hadn’t been influenced
somehow by Scarpa’s way to display the columns or other elements in Palazzo Abatellis or religious objects in
Correr Museum. To Sverre Fehn, Scarpa was an important source of inspiration, especially for the Hedmark
Museum, which is clearly influenced by Castlevecchio.
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Completed: 1200 A.D. Function: Museum
Location: Hamar, Norway Visitors: Figures unavailable
Hedmark Museum, located in Hamar, Norway, is a local museum for the municipalities of Stange, Hamar in
the central eastern region of the country. It includes some medieval Cathedral Ruins that still exist as part of an
active archaeological site. The museum also encompasses the cathedral gardens, folk museum, and active herb
garden featuring plants grown in the region during the Middle Ages. In addition, the museum contains one of the
largest photography collections in Norway, covering the entire region of Hedemarken since photography was
first introduced. The cathedral ruins, which are part of the historic site, are secured under a mammoth glass
canopy designed by Lund & Slaatto Architects and completed in 1998. The main feature of the site is the large
barn, which was built during the 18th and 19th century, with reused ruins of the medieval bishop's palace, and
was Fehn's commission to transform into the museum which exists today. When turning the building into a
museum, Fehn integrated modern installations which allow the historical remains to be articulated as well as
keeping the opportunity for additional archeological excavations. The vicinity is still an active archaeological site
and the Norwegians are still excavating the grounds to this day. Part of the experience of visiting the museum is
viewing the dig site and the progress the archaeologists are making.
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These drawings do not express how vernacular the architecture feels. In plan, the building hardly
touches the historic foundation, but visually the modern concrete element collides and shifts through
it the museum. The timber of the first floor and roof contrasts one another, creating a unique feature
that retains the essence of old and new. This detail also creates tension of the connecting spaces
between the volumes and voids of the museum.

Fig 3.100

147

The Art of Exposure
Fehn’s main concept for the museum was how to manifest the present so that allow the past to speak for
itself. Fehn did not plan on recreating or imitating the original structure, but instead, there was an obvious
division between the past and the present in the finished design he produced. His vision pertaining to what the
museum should be was to allow the visitors see the decay over time, the archeological dig, and then the gallery
of all the objects rediscovered around the vicinity of the site. Fehn sought to showcase the entire past, all three
phases, and not only one instant frozen in time. Fehn knew which artifacts were to be exhibited and
consequently required the time to study each piece and its narrative in order to create distinctive display cases
for them. Fehn designed the displays to go well with the individual object, whether it’s trying to add additional
significance to the narrative of the artifact or if so much detail is put in that the object seems to have to be
something extremely historical in its value. The relics are then turned into something more significant and
protected, and if the visitor were to also look closely at the displays themselves, they may discover more about
the artifact housed inside. Even the elevated concrete rooms with the abundant natural light from above makes
the spaces and objects inside appear sacred and encourage the visitors to study them.
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Where Old and New Converge
Fehn detailed the Museum to be constructed of concrete, wood, and glass to contrast with the stone
structures of the church ruins. The style seeks to emphasize the original medieval structure and the more recent
farm buildings. His interior and exterior ramps supply the means to experience the museum from above. The
result is a museum that exposes modern materials and the ancient walls of the past. What appears to be a very
simple two story barn, the museum is significantly topological with a number of floors with differing floor heights
that form the need for a ramp in the structure that adjusts according to the remains of the fortress ruins. These
relations with vernacular typology ends as Fehn's details differentiate between old and new in the museum such
as natural openings in the ruins develop into doors and windows. His ramps, designed to lightly touch the ruins,
moving through the museum and out into the fortress yard, taking the visitor on a smooth expedition though
the history of the site, without dictating the progression, pace, or even direction through the space. The same
narrative is told regardless of if you enter the ramp by way of the fortress yard or from the ramp at the lobby
leading to the main exhibition space. In the Hedmark Museum Fehn creates an elegant dialogue with the ruins
of the ancient bishops’ fortress, where new and old blend nicely, with apparent distinction, and help us realize
that without old, new cannot exist.
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Giovanni Battista Piranesi
Architect | Engraver

Giovanni Battista Piranesi was born on Oct. 4, 1720, at Mojano di Mestre near Venice Italy, as the son of a
stonemason. His early training during his youth was guided by his uncle, Matteo Lucchesi, who was an
architectural engineer, gave Piranesi the knowledge of masonry construction, which stayed with him the rest of
his life. His understanding of the language of classicism came mainly from Andrea Palladio's book on architecture
and his knowledge of architectural renderings he drew in part from Ferdinando Bibiena's manuscript on civil
architecture. In Rome he learned to etch from Giuseppe Vasi. Piranesi was educated as an architect but he was
unable to gain commissions afterwards. He published a book of drawings that contained his famous imaginary
structures that were of a gigantic scale that was inspired by the architecture of imperial Rome. Unfortunately
for Piranesi, the project was an economic disappointment.
Piranesi was back in Venice by 1744, possibly working in the studio of Giovanni Battista Tiepolo. During this
time Piranesi created etchings, details of rococo shapes interlaced with fragments of ancient ruins. He arrived
back in Rome again in 1745. He took a large amount of prints with him to sell as a publisher's representative
and was able to obtain a financial footing for his efforts. Piranesi's first real accomplishment came with his
drawings of his famed Imaginary Prisons that consisted of 16 large plates that are considered to be his
masterpieces.
Piranesi's next endeavor was to document the ruins of ancient Rome. This was proven to be the largest
project of his life. In 1756, he published his Roman Antiquities after following more archeological studies than any
known about until that time, producing four enormous volumes consisting of more than 200 sheet plates.
Piranesi produced the Grand Prior of the Knights of Malta, which was considered the only architectural work
that he produced, which was for Cardinal Giovanni Battista Rezzonico.
Giovanni Battista Piranesi embodies the character of late Baroque art and architecture in Rome. He was one
of the most creative artists and accomplished printmakers of the eighteenth century and his daring originality
and extraordinary imagination, manifested in the absolute supremacy of his graphic skills, establishing new and
innovative techniques in printmaking.
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One would say that as gifted and creative as an etcher that Piranesi was, his drawings would be even more
plentiful than his plates were. There may be little doubt they were, but he possibly considered his quick
sketches expressed slight permanent significance, so unfortunately very little have been preserved. The
prevalent collection may be that of which the British Museum holds. In addition to the Paestum drawings there
are two others housed and displayed in the Soane Museum. He deliberately acknowledges himself as an
engraver because he understands that he can appreciate his own ambitions as an archaeologist, architect, and
also as a painter. Piranesi has few rivals, when it comes to his brilliance of creating the effects of light and
shadow, except Tiepolo, whose extraordinary architectural studies are very dramatic and compelling in their
design.
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In 1762 Giovanni Battista Piranesi published a large scale printed plan of the ancient Rome neighborhood,
Campus Martius, which he depicted as stacked layers of marble where each one expressed a different stage in
the city’s development. Piranesi presented the fragments of an ancient marble plan of Rome that were installed
at some point in the middle of the eighteenth century on the walls of the Palazzo Nuovo. He illustrated
structures at a massive scale and he exchanged some of them to imaginary environments for example, by placing
Hadrian’s tomb inside a measureless landscape highlighting two circuses or illustrating the Flavian amphitheater
as existing on the reverse side of the Tiber from where it really is situated. For Peranesi, besides producing a
real and comprehensible map, he manipulated the fragmented pieces of the ancient plans to formulate a
centerpiece for an architectural organization that abstracts defined measurement and scale. This ingenious
method to mapping introduced a new capacity for reminiscence in architectural illustration in which the ruined
fragments of the marble plan motivated Piranesi to expose the ideas of scientific archeology.

The way Piranesi saw it, the fragment expressed memories existing in the mind relating to architectural
design and history. He rendered fragments of an ancient plan to initiate thoughtful and inventive techniques,
which was influenced by his first hand accounts with antiquities and their fractured representations. Piranesi
worked with the idea that engravings and architectural drawings could communicate the artist’s visions about
the influence of antiquities, in which the fragments of the ancient built environment would convey its meaning
and representation into one's own thoughts and ideas. Piranesi’s interest in linking the fragment to his methods
of mapmaking forwarded the advanced concept that the fragmentation of architectural illustration existing in
the existing pieces of the marble plan resembled the ruin which lay abstracted away from the larger and more
complete identity for which it once existed in the past.

Fig 3.121

Fig 3.122
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Reinterpreting the Details of The Past

Piranesi’s understanding proposed that the way to the future can be influenced by the fragmented ruin. His
idea of the fragment was guided by a detailed approach of looking both at the past and at the future at the same
time for which the designer both preserved the memory of architecture as well as modernizing it to a higher
level, combining both as one single entity. Piranesi’s fragmentation generated artistic and architectural
possibilities for the observer to envision the recreated object in a different perspective, while it was also very
important to Piranesi for detailed renderings to maintain the quality of material, historical, and architectural
degradation. Piranesi desired to render the ideas of the past into an imagined perspective that fragments can
produce both memories of history and hope of the future.

While antiquities represent the past, the ruin and the architectural plan both illustrate ideas of completed
structures and design, yet illustrations for proposed buildings indicate potential architectural creation. Piranesi’s
dedication to rendering the ancient past used his mapping technique as the means to convey these historical
impressions; however, Piranesi’s prints communicated this history as a significant character of ornamentation in
which the importance is not restricted by other scientific limits. However, the suggested potential restoration
of the fragment enables the observer of the relic to recreate any existing possibilities hidden or detailed in such
an item, influencing the past to promote the restoration of history.

Fig 3.124

Fig 3.123
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Fig 3.125
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Fig 3.126

Fig 3.127

Fig 3.128

Fig 3.129
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Exploring The Fragment
A supreme standard in Piranesi’s artistic work was the fragment. He differed the common trend in his time
and strived to recreate monuments as completely as possible in order to envision more or less comprehensive
objects, based off of the fragmented ruin. While architectural ruins could be reconceptualised on paper,
sculpture was the category of art that usually experienced reconstruction or some form of restoration. The
appeal of Piranesi’s prints and drawings is established on a variety of creative strategies such as the perspective
characteristics of architecture, materiality, and the how those materials are exhibited in light, space, and in
shadow. His perspective views are from a lowered point of experience within the scene, which produces an
image and feeling of a larger space. Piranesi crafts a strategic tension involving ruins by rendering them as
elements of a cityscape and also as remote structures on their own. and their relations to the spaces they are
placed. Piranesi expanded on the concept of significance for rendering ancient monuments in their accurate
state and illustrating their character, lacking a superior degree of perfection in rebuilding.

Fig 3.131

Fig 3.130
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Fig 3.132

Fig 3.133

Fig 3.134
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Fig 3.136

Fig 3.135
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Fig 3.137
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Gordon Matta-Clark
Gordon Matta-Clark is generally considered one of the most influential artists working during the 1970s.
Born in Brooklyn New York in 1943, his distinctive calling as an artist was unfortunately short-lived, due to his
death from cancer at the young age of thirty five. He was a key contributor to the movement and development
of the New York art scene in SoHo from the late 60s until his unfortunate death in 1978. Matta-Clark's
particular deconstruction techniques established innovative and radical methods of physically investigating and
manipulating the standard construction of inner-city architecture around the world. The majority of his well
known ventures involved creating penetrations in floors and walls of vacant structures. One of his most
memorable projects was known as "Splitting" from 1974 when Matta-Clark cut and separated a suburban house
into two sections. He was originally trained as an architect and his extravagant building cuts have frequently
been thought of as a clear rejection of the profession of architectural design in a way. Matta-Clark's work is
represented in major public collections, which include The Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York, The
Museum of Contemporary Art in Chicago, The Museum of Contemporary Art in Los Angeles, The Museum of
Modern Art in New York, The Museum van Hedendaagse Kunst Antwerpen in Antwerp, The San Francisco
Museum of Modern Art, Smithsonian American Art Museum in Washington, D.C., Guggenheim Museum in New
York, Stedelijk Museum in Amsterdam, and the Whitney Museum of American Art in New York. The Gordon
Matta-Clark Archive is located at the Canadian Centre for Architecture in Montreal, and incorporates the artist's
personal notebooks, drawings, illustrations, photographs, films, in addition to other archival materials
documenting the work and life of the artist. Due to development and the destruction of Matta-Clark’s sculpted
buildings, little to no examples remained of what he accomplished, which is why the he resourcefully
documented his individual work by the use of photography and film.

Fig 3.138

Fig 3.139
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The Art of Deconstruction
Gordon Matta-Clark's main focus was to use abandoned structures scheduled for demolition as his medium
and artistic, but dangerous playground. He completely cut out fragments of buildings to reveal their hidden
constructions and details, to illustrate interesting ways of perceiving space while experiencing it from different
perspectives inside and outside. The manner of which his work altered the significance and possibility of
sculpture by way of architectural interventions has created an influence for many art and architecture students
as well as architects themselves. The art of cutting buildings apart and opening them up transformed these
abandoned structures into extremely disorienting life sized walk through sculptures. Many of these buildings
differed in scale from one another as well as the scale of the cuts he completed in the structures themselves.
His chosen buildings ranged from abandoned apartment buildings in the Bronx to suburban houses and
extremely large warehouses located at a New York waterfront pier. Matta-Clark's international examples in
France, Belgium, and Italy, carry the same sculptural expression of these projects. The chosen geometric shapes
he fabricated in his theoretical cuts created three dimensional translations of abstract works by European artists
like Wassily Kandinsky, Fontana, and Boccioni, whose Modernistic formulations acted as the foundation for
Matta-Clark’s tradition for his own artistic ideas, visions, and techniques.

Fig 3.141

Fig 3.140

Fig 3.142
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Fig 3.143
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Fig 3.144

Fig 3.145

Fig 3.146
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Matta-Clark's building cuts are also about texture and the expression of materiality in construction. His goal
of exposing torn wallpaper, plaster and stud walls, floor joists and other structural elements became more
important than the clean finished details for which it was meant to express. This distinct elemental exposure
guides the observer to relate themselves to the world in which they live in and realize that the art of building
and construction can act as a metaphor for life in many ways. By cutting open a city's abandoned structures,
Matta-Clark transformed real buildings into study models for life and society. Because he inverted the method
of our typical way of thinking, he exposed the true power of representation by means of our own architectural
philosophy and analysis. The Gordon Matta-Clark exhibit at the Whitney Museum of American Art should be
considered essential viewing for any architecture student or practicing architect. One can agree that very few
artists could compete with his ability to notice and expose the raw beauty of the dark, dilapidated buildings of a
collapsing urban fabric.

Fig 3.148

Fig 3.149

Fig 3.147
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Works from an exhibit like Bronx Floors, Walls, Conical Intersect, and Day’s End offer
the observer an experience into Matta-Clark’s method of art creation as well as his own
idea of astonishment in macro and micro building details as he explored the ruined
landscapes of the Bronx and downtown Manhattan. Matta-Clark’s passion for discovery
which consisted of cutting holes in buildings ultimately guided his one of a kind
deconstruction endeavors. His machine cut holes and hand chiseled apertures offer a
mental exploration of the artworks based on his own perspective and how much more
can be generated from what is hidden away from sight and mind. An additional goal of his
projects was to simultaneously express forward thinking ideas and awareness of
historical significance, all detailed in one expression of art. By experiencing the strengths
and composition of these building materials first hand, Matta-Clark could project not only
the potential demolition of a frame and an architectural facade, but he also experimented
with the concept of deconstructing the building’s structural integrity with every cut he
made. Matta-Clark advocated aesthetics of crumbling architecture that avoided pure
elegance and highlighted abstracted forms of inhabitation and appearance throughout the
urban landscape of New York and in other countries.

Fig 3.150

Fig 3.151

Fig 3.152
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Voids of Illusion Guided By Light
Matta-Clark related with the subconscious mind, working together with the light, and exposing the essence of
details by light with the use of hand saws and other tools. For Matta-Clark it was also about the exposure and
gesture of light, his dedication to the expansion of light within an urban or constructed lot within society. In a
way he was performing as a power of illumination, or as its agent, therefore he understood that by permitting light
to flood into a space alters the eye and the mind and how we see and experience our environments. The eye is
influenced by light coming into a space, by the light cutting in through these deconstructed areas, thus altering
one’s awareness of perspective and scale. To Gordon Matta-Clark, light was the catalyst that allows us to
understand constructed space, time, history, and development on a higher level as well as in an abstract
perspective.

Fig 3.153

Fig 3.154
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Most Visited Museums

Museum Program
Design
The design and planning of museums has developed
all through history. However, museum planning
involves developing the actual mission of the museum
along with planning the spaces that the collected
works of the museum will be housed in. Conscious
museum planning has its origins with the museum
founder and librarian John Cotton Dana. Dana
detailed the procedure of beginning the Newark
Museum in a succession of books in the early 20th
century so that additional museum founders could
plan their museums accordingly and successfully.
Dana recommended that prospective founders of
museums must form a committee first, and then
reach out to the community for their opinions and
desires as to what the museum should exhibit or
achieve for the citizens.

Fig 4.1

Rank
Museum
City
1
Louvre
Paris
2
National Museum of China
Beijing
3 National Museum of Natural History
Washington, D.C
4
National Air and Space Museum
Washington, D.C
5
British Museum
London
6
The Metropolitan Museum of Art New York City
7
Vatican Museums
Vatican City (Rome)
8 Science and Technology Museum
Shanghai
9
National Gallery
London
10
National Palace Museum
Taipei
11 Natural History Museum, London
London
12 American Museum of Natural History New York City
13
Tate Modern
London
14
National Gallery of Art
Washington, D.C.
15
Museum of American History
Washington, D.C.
16
State Hermitage Museum
St. Petersburg
17
Musée d'Orsay
Paris
18
Victoria and Albert Museum
London
19
The Science Museum
London
20
Reina Sofía
Madrid

John Cotton Dana

Country
France
China
United States
United States
United Kingdom
United States
Vatican City
China
United Kingdom
Taiwan
United Kingdom
United States
United Kingdom
United States
United States
Russia
France
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
Spain

Visitor count (annually)
8,600,000
7,290,000
6,900,000
6,900,000
6,820,686
6,533,106
6,002,251
5,948,000
5,908,254
5,301,860
5,284,023
5,000,000
4,712,581
4,104,331
4,100,000
3,668,031
3,440,000
3,432,325
3,356,212
3,249,591

Annual Museum Visits By Type

The method for which museums are planned and designed differ according to what items they store and exhibit,
but most of the time they focus on planning a space that is easily accessed by the general public and easily exhibits
the selected artifacts. These fundamentals of planning were devised by John Cotton Dana, who disliked the typical
placement of museums outside of urban areas in European style buildings that were located in areas that were not
easily accessible by the public during that time in history.

Data courtesy of the 2006 Museum Financial Information Survey

500,000
450,000
400,000

Today, numerous museums illustrate an effort to make their buildings, programming, concepts, and collections
more publicly accessible than in the beginning days of museum planning. However, not every museum today is
contributing to this concept, although that appears to be the course of modern museums in the 21st century with
their emphasis on their completeness. One innovative way museums are attempting to make their housed
collections more accessible is with the modern concept of open storage. Most of a museum's collection is
normally protected in a secure setting to be preserved, but the consequence is that most visitors to the museum
never get to observe the majority of collections that are tucked away out of sight. The practice of open storage
is a component of a continuing debate in the museum and preservation field regarding the role objects and
artifacts play and how accessible they should be no matter their significance to history.

350,000
300,000
250,000
200,000
150,000

In terms of modern museums, as opposed to art museums, have specific missions expressing curatorial
leadership through the subject matter which now incorporate content in the form of digital imagery, audio and
visual effects, altered reality, projection art, as well as interactive exhibits. Museum design starts with a museum
plan, created through a museum planning process. The process involves identifying and understanding the
museum's vision and the resources, motivations and experiences needed to recognize this particular vision. A
study and analysis of equivalent facilities, and a construed plan are all developed as a component of the museum
planning and designing process for such a building.

100,000
50,000
Botanical
Art
Childrens
Garden Museum Museum
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General Historic
Site
Museum

History
Museum

Natural
History

Nature
Center

Science / Specialized
Technology Museum

Zoo

The Beginning Stages

Organization of Space:

Based on a programming approach, the functions, features and elements
inherent in any particular museum revolve around the notion of relationship,
communication, and experience. The relationship is between a particular
object and the museum visitors. This relationship can also exist between the
object and the curator and the general public. The notions of relationship,
communication, and experience stand to determine the fundamental focus
of the museum. The functions are more or less dependent on the type, kind,
size and concept of the museum itself. These functions can be divided into
four specific spatial activity categories:

A museum program always includes some of the activities previously mentioned, no matter its size or the
complexity of concept. Each of these spatial elements entails functions whose performance requires a certain
quantity of space, arranged in the shape of specifically defined areas which must be quite distinctive from each
other. In most museums and other major building typologies these areas consist of three major categories: public
areas, office areas and service areas. In a characteristic museum, they involve the following key functions:

Reception and Gathering Functions:

Paves the way for any relationship in the building because they are the most public of all the areas.

Basic Functions:

Public Areas:

General and special reception areas, permanent and temporary exhibitions, research and reference rooms, study
areas, exterior green spaces, other events to do with exhibits, projection and lecture rooms, assembly areas,
bathrooms, cafe and/or restaurants, and workshops.

Private and Office Areas:

Administration, management, corporate, business, and conservation

Service Areas:

Loading and shipping, workshops, building maintenance workshops, storage, staff premises, security departments,
janitorial services area, technology and communication departments, and parking areas.

Serve as an outline that creates direct relations with elements that encapsulate the museum as a whole. Basic
functions are the key for the universal organization of the museum as they act as the adhesive that connects all
programmatic features.

Management and Business Functions:

Organize the business relationship structure within the complex of office professionals.
Fig 4.2

Educational Functions:

Fig 4.3

Creates a relationship with the intellectual typologies within the museum program, subjects related to literary,
visual, experiential, and influential functions.

The basic activities of the museum cover all the functions relating to the
permanent exhibition rooms, the study rooms, the temporary exhibition
rooms, as well as the areas used for presentation and gathering. Reception
activities follow the form of the basic activities. They take in account the
aspects concerning the psychological and sensible conditioning of the
general public. They usually cover specific reception areas such as
information, orientation, sales, bathrooms, gathering spaces, cafeteria or
restaurant, research areas, and workshops.

Fig 4.6

Fig 4.4

Fig 4.5

Fig 4.7
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Fig 4.8

There exists different levels and considerations that coincide with all
museum programmatic functions.
It is crucial to identify these
subcategories in order to gather a more complete understanding of how
each space relates to one another and how they formulate an environment
that blends all desired program components.

Site Level:

Topography, site orientation, acreage amount, geographic location, natural lighting and sun exposure, utilities
access, circulation around site, site access, air rights, noise levels, traffic patterns, public transportation, views to
and from the site, height restrictions and code enforcement or government policies.

Administrative and Business Level:

Nature of business functions, access and movement of persons (public and private), number of people in the
building, when they come to work and leave, details and number of various sections of staff, their means of access,
reception of the public and staff, facilities provided for public use, facilities dedicated to the staff and other office
workers, working conditions, information for the public and staff, organization and management, relations
involving the museum and the public.

Exhibit Level:

Typology, quantity, load, character, brittleness, size, arrangement, item history, need for security, hands on or not,
rotation and angle orientation, preferred placing vs actual placing, intent of presentation, major vs minor works
of art.

Architectural and Technological Level:

Surfaces and finishes, head clearances, differences in floor height, unoccupied spaces vs occupied, internal vs
external flexibility, extensions, proportions of passages, preferred placing, acoustics and vibration, heating and
cooling, need for ventilation, natural vs artificial lighting needs, water and electrical supply, fire safety measures,
communications between floors and spaces and egress.

Logistical and Coordination Level:

Principles of surveillance and supervision, access and movement of objects and materials (exhibits, supplies, files),
direction signs, maintenance, upkeep of buildings and equipment, cleaning, storage of exhibits, assembly, storage,
use and distribution of other materials.

Extra Considerations:

Furniture, natural elements and planting, technology, tools, audio-visual equipment, security features, direction
signs, management of museum visitors, transportation of products, exhibit artifacts and relics, and documents,
upkeep and maintenance, reserves and storage, reproduction and distribution, exhibition and presentation, data
processing, workshops, etc.2
Fig 4.9
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Main Criteria For Determining Locations
and Organizing Programmatic Space:

Cafe, Restaurant, Break Rooms, Staff Kitchens:

They are usually completely isolated from the museum’s other activities, for reasons both of comfort due to smell,
noise, operating hours and other details involved in their specific functions. They may open on to both the main
reception area and the outside depending on the specifics behind their main uses. Cafes should be accessible by
both inside and outside, however, break rooms and staff kitchens may require at least one and not necessarily
both.

Public Areas, Lobby, General Reception:

The reception of the public should be at street level, on the same level accessible to some green space and most
parking areas. It is very important to note that these areas should act as a sort of filter linking the outside and
the areas open to the public, and should consequently open up to each of these locations.

Office Areas
Administration, Management, and Other Business Offices:

Permanent and Temporary Exhibitions:

Office activity covers numerous functions. When it comes to the museum administration and management
offices, the director’s office or the curator’s office are usually located in the middle of the office areas, and for
convenience, close to the reception and lobby area for easy access for visiting personnel and other outside
professionals. Many other office types can be located near the reception space but away from the main museum
exhibit areas. It is preferred that these general office settings perform as an outside entity with available
accessibility outside of normal museum operating hours, as well as have separate or private entrances and exits
along with proper fire exits.

The purpose of presentation or exhibition covers all the functions facilitating a direct relationship between object
and public at the educational, methodical, entertaining or aesthetic level. These spaces, which this relationship
occurs, form the most essential center of the museum.

Research and Reference Rooms:

The task of research and reference may involve both public and staff similarly, and the areas may be designed to
be shared by both or disconnected from one another. The methods of their function are similar whether or not
it is the public or the staff that is using it. These program elements need to be specifically located in the design,
away from the main flows of circulation due to risk of elevated sound, and should also incorporate some form of
sound proofing. In the particular case of the museum staff or other dependants, these areas should be in close
proximity to the offices of the conservation staff. Pertaining to the general public, they should be close to the
general reception or lobby areas and study areas. When it comes to daylight, it is not generally essential to have
superior natural lighting for these spaces, with the exception of referencing and researching drawings, prints,
photographs.

Archives:

The specific area dedicated for archival space may be designed away from the general office area, but should
preferably be in direct and easy relation to it. This space will be in need of security and surveillance, and calls for
installation of a special automatic fire detection and sprinkler system. This program feature should be located in
a secure location surrounded by heavy structural components as well as a surrounding perimeter wall that is
constructed of thick, strong materials.

Janitorial:

Additional Events Related to Exhibits:

Cleaning spaces are those designated for the collection, treatment and disposal of various types of garbage, and
the storing of cleaning materials. Cupboards for cleaning materials and equipment are distributed at strategic
points throughout the various sectors of the museum.

Program elements designed for other events related to other types of exhibits often need to be open areas,
exceedingly flexible and free flowing in their expression. They contain a range of activities complementary to
those of the main exhibition spaces, and are desired to be able to accommodate for various convenient and
mechanical requirements in regard to lighting, acoustics, and access. These functional areas are strictly isolated
from other museum activities and even may continue into the open areas of the building.

Service and Loading Areas:

These areas include most mechanical systems such as heating and cooling plant, air conditioning and heat
management systems, electrical supply and security and emergency systems, communication systems, and
plumbing. These systems can be a cause of noise and vibration, so the mechanical installations should be isolated
from the museum’s other activities if all possible and be available for immediate access and ventilation.

Conference and Auditorium Spaces:

These areas must to be isolated in a similar as the prior ones. They must open directly into the general reception
and lobby area and their only association with the outside should be by means of required emergency exits. They
should be completely sound proofed, and located if possible on a ground level or in the basement portion of the
building. It should be desirable to use them outside normal museum hours by those who require its function.

Workshops:

This term covers all areas in which production functions are carried out, i.e. building maintenance workshop,
museum workshops, classroom workshops, workshop for maintenance and restoration of exhibits, and studios.
These areas may be grouped together or divided into two separated parts, depending on their size or particular
function. Workshops may open directly to the outside, but it is preferable to have an transitional safeguard area,
such as a hallway or other smaller program parts, which can be subject to supervision, depending on the type.
Most may perhaps be located in the basement or lower floors, in artificial light, though natural sunlight is desired
depending on the availability and site or building placement.2

Assembly, Meeting Rooms, Collaborative Spaces:

These spaces are used for organized events for large or small groups of varying professions. The areas should be
located close to a reception area and be isolated visually and acoustically, and reasonably independent from major
museum elements. They may be clustered jointly or separate as desired, but should be situated on a major axis
of movement through the museum, and may include service areas. They may be used by both the general public
or business staff.
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100 FT

Wall Street
360 FT

Initial View Points

Site Center Axis

36000 SF
Site

Direction of Travel

Atlanta Visitors Center

Upper Alabama Street
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The site's thin but wide
dimensions can offer many
design opportunities that
can lead to something very
interesting. There exists an
initial impression view
point from the northwest
and southeast corners
which is the first thing most
drivers see when traveling
along the one way streets.
However,
the
prime
experiential view point is
located along the bordering
two-way Wall Street, which
lines the site to the north.
Wall Street is an extra wide
street with available on
street
parking.
The
program
analysis
and
distribution will depend
greatly on the benefits and
constraints of the site itself
and the challenges that
exist from the existence of
the surrounding viaducts.

Atlanta Museum Exhibition Square Foot Comparison
Fig 4.12

Fig 4.10

Georgia Aquarium

Fig 4.11

550,000 SF

High Museum

National Civil Rights Museum

52,000 SF Exhibit Space

42,000 SF Exhibit Space

Fig 4.16

Fig 4.14

Fernbank

Fig 4.15

160,000 SF Exhibit Space

New World of Coke

Atlanta History Museum
30,000 SF Exhibit Space

Fig 4.17

Children’s Museum of Atlanta

92,000 SF Exhibit Space

Fig 4.13

16,300 SF Exhibit Space

College Football Hall of Fame
92,250 SF Exhibit Space

Fig 4.19

Fig 4.21
Fig 4.18

MODA Atlanta
9,000 SF Exhibit Space

Michael C. Carlos Museum
45,000 SF Exhibit Space

Fig 4.20
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MOCA Atlanta
22,000 SF Exhibit Space

New Cyclorama of Atlanta
23,000 SF Exhibit Space

Exhibition Space

35,000 SF

6

Auditorium

4000 SF

7

AIA Georgia

4000 SF

8

NOMA

2000 SF

9

AFGA

1500 SF

10

ATL City Studios

2000 SF

Design Workshop

71,850 x 1.4 CM = 100,590
100,590 - 71,850 = 28,740
28,740 / 110,590 = 26%

AIA Georgia
NOMA

2000 SF

13

Resource Library

1000 SF

14

Conference Room

1500 SF

15

Media Library

1200 SF

16 Collaborative Space x5 1250 SF
Open Offices x 5

600 SF

18

Study Spaces x 10

250 SF

19

Copy Room x 2

200 SF

20

Exhibit Storage

3000 SF

21 Staff Break Room x 2 600 SF
Staff Kitchen x 2

300 SF

23

Vending Area x 2

300 SF

24

Rest Rooms x 8

2250 SF

25

Janitorial x 5

250 SF

26

Storage Closet x 8

400 SF

Mandatory

27 Shipping / Receiving 1500 SF
Mechanical

Desirable

1250 SF

Cafe

Restrooms

Auditorium

Staff Break Room

Open Offices

Exhibit Storage

Staff Kitchen

Copy Room

Misc Storage

Conference Room
Auditorium
Collaborative Spaces
Open Offices
Artifact Storage
Restrooms

Architecture Archive

Janitorial

NOMA

Rest Rooms

Resource Library

Urban Green Space

Gift Shop

Collaborative Space

AFGA

Misc Storage / Closet

AFGA

Exhibit Storage

Media Library

Exhibition Space

Urban Green Space

Open Offices

Architecture Archive

Shipping / Receiving

Conference Room

Janitorial

Study Spaces

Auditorium

Exhibition Space

Study Spaces

Conference Room

Mechanical

Misc Storage / Closet

Architecture Archive

Collaborative Space

Auditorium

Copy Room

Exhibit Storage

Copy Room

Shipping / Receiving

Exhibition Space

Gift Shop

ATL City Studios

Vending Area

Staff Break Room

Staff Kitchen

Design Workshop

Rest Rooms

Wall Street

Arch Workshop

Wall Street

AFGA
Loading / Shipping
Conference Room
Collaborative Spaces
Mechanical
Lobby / Reception
Media Room
Cafe
Resource Library

Upper Alabama Street

Upper Alabama Street

The original program design
contained a more complicated and
cumbersome level of focus. Later
on during this process I was guided
to narrow down the programmatic
scheme to three basic elements or
zones.

Central
Avenu

Wall Street

Avenue
Central

Resource Library

NOMA

ATL City Studios

Upper Alabama Street

Pryor Street

Study Spaces

Media Library

NOMA

Design Workshop

Copy Room

Cafe

Staff Kitchen

e

Pryor Street

NOMA

Media Library

Cafe

26,460 SF

Staff Break Room

Wall Street

Conference Room

Design Workshop

Restrooms

Upper Alabama Street

Collaborative Space

Exhibition Space

Vending Area

70,980 SF

Wall Street

AIA Georgia

ATL City Studios

AIA Georgia

ATL City Studios

Mechanical

Staff Break Room

AFGA

AIA Georgia

Arch Archive

Janitorial

Mechanical

Resource Library

Artifact Storage

Gift Shop
Staff Break Room
Open Offices
Misc Storage
Staff Kitchen
Vending
Janitorial
Study Spaces
Copy Rooms

Loading / Shipping
Copy Rooms
Janitorial
Misc Storage

Lobby / Reception

Staff Kitchen

Resource Library

Auditorium

Mechanical

Gift Shop

Vending

Media Room

Study Spaces
Vending
Staff Kitchen
Staff Break Room

Due to the buildings USF and
the site BSF the building will
require roughly three floors.

Shipping / Receiving

Arch Archive

First Floor

28

Total Building Size:
100,590 USF
Total Site USF Size:
36,000 USF

AFGA

Second Floor

17

22

Cafe
ATL City Studios
Arch Workshop

28,740 CSF

12 Architecture Archive 2500 SF

AIA Georgia

Gift Shop

Ground Floor

11

Lobby / Reception

Total Circulation SF:

Lobby / Reception

Copy Room

Avenue

5

Lobby / Reception

Open Offices

Central

N/A

Exhibition Space

Pryor Street

Urban Green Space

Exhibition Space

Gathering Zone
36,050 SF

Avenue

4

Total Program Size:
71,850 NSF

Private

Education Zone
37,030 SF

Central

800 SF

Public

Service Zone
14,070 SF

Pryor Street

1000 SF

Gift Shop

Program Zone Functions

Avenue

Cafe

3

Office Zone
13,440 SF

Central

2

Program Scale Comparison

1200 SF

Pryor Street

Lobby / Reception

Program Hierarchy

1

Upper Alabama Street
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Hedmark Museum
Major Program Elements
Located Along Perimeter.

Fig 4.22

Exterior Central Focus
Perimeter Program Placement

Central Gathering Focus
Area Surrounded by Program
Fig 4.23

Perimeter Placement

Interior Bridges That Connect
and Serve Program Elements
Fig 4.24

Central

Avenue

Pryor Street

Wall Street

Upper Alabama Street

Museum Central Focus
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Program Elements

Hedmark Museum contains most
of its program elements along the
perimeter of the site. This allows
for a more dramatic central focus in
some ways. This concept can work
well within the given site
demographics and can also allow
for the program to help uphold the
more contemporary inner city feel
of the urban site. Due to the
thinness of the site, a higher vertical
expression is required which stands
to carry over the standard
approaches when it comes to
building on a size restricted site
with spatial demanding program
elements.

Sir John Soane Museum
The Sir John Soane Museum consists of three floors filled with architectural
artifacts and relics from all over the world. The lower basement level is shrouded
in darkness and the upper levels are blanketed with light from above. It may seem
that each element of the program is positioned or detailed according to the
amount of light and darkness each space recieves.

Fig 4.25

The essence of light and darkness come to an equillibrium in
the middle of the first floor.

Atlanta Historic
Zero Mile Post

Fig 4.26

Fig 4.28

Upper Floors

First Floor

Viaduct / Street Level

Lower Basemant
Level

Fig 4.27
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Castelvecchio
Major Program Elements
Located Along Perimeter.

Central Gathering Focus
Area Surrounded by Program
Fig 4.29

Much like Hedmark Museum, Castelvecchio is designed with programmatic elements surrounding a central
focus area. The museum program is connected by a central axis entry way which guides you into each gallery
room one by one. Due to the particular size and shape of my chosen site, this can be an important feature for
the non museum related programmatic features in my design. However, the museum should still have a
centralized focus within the building and design.

Central Courtyard
Perimeter Program Placement

Central Axis Line Through
Program Elements

Fig 4.31

Fig 4.30
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Rest Rooms

Central

Avenue

Pryor Street

Wall Street

Upper Alabama Street
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Upper Alabama Street
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Site Circulation
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Administrative

Exhibition

Archive

Primary Program Elements
Administrative

Exhibition
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Archive

Connection Bridge

Initial Enclosure
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Archive Zone

Primary Exhibit Zone

Secondary Exhibit Zone

Vertical Circulation

Section 2: Practicum
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Chapter 5: Design Process
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Fig 5.1
Fig 5.0

The main focus to begin the project is to move the historic Zero Mile Post to the center of the site. The goal is that this historical fragment will act as the central core and focus of the entire building and museum.

Historic Zero Mile Post

The idea of a central focus within the museum is similar to the concept of the inverted pyramid at the
Louvre entrance.
Fig 5.2
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Layering of History
and Development
194

Bridging to Atlanta
Visitors Center
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Fragmented Brick from Downtown Atlanta Site
196

Concept Model

Expressing the Blending of Old and New Details
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201

202

203

204

The overall form of the museum comes from the concept of the
shape of a brick, which was the most used construction material
during Atlanta’s earlier days of development.
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Fig 5.3

Fig 5.5

Fig 5.4

Fig 5.6

Glass
Enclosure

Fig 5.7

Fig 5.8
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Fig 5.9

Fig 5.10

New Kimball House

Fig 5.11

Architect: Lorenzo B. Wheeler
Completed 1885 | Destroyed 1959

Fig 5.12

Markum House
Architect: Unknown
Completed 1871 | 1896

U.S. Customs House

Architect: William Appleton Potter
Completed 1878 | Destroyed 1930

Fig 5.13

Fig 5.14

Kimball House

Fulton County Courthouse

Architect: William Parkins
Completed 1870 | Destroyed 1883

Architects: William Parkins and Alexander Bruce
Completed 1883 | Destroyed 1911

Recreating the Details of The Past
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Fig 5.15

Atlanta Terminal Station

Fig 5.16

Architect: P. Thornton Marye
Completed 1905 | Destroyed 1972

First Baptist Church
Architect: Unknown
Completed 1892 | Destroyed 1929
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Fig 5.17

Equitable Building
Architect: Burnham and Root
Completed 1892 | Destroyed 1971

Fig 5.18

Loews Grand
Architect: Thomas W. Lamb
Completed 1893 | Destroyed 1978
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Fig 5.19

Francis Hotel
Architect: George W. Laine
Completed 1898 | Destroyed1988

Fig 5.20

Carnegie Library

Fig 5.21

Architect: Unknown
Completed 1871 | Destroyed 1930

Architect: Ackerman and Ross
Completed 1902 | Destroyed 1977

Fig 5.22

Atlanta Masonic Temple
Architect: John R. Dillon
Completed 1909 | Destroyed 1950

Union Station

Fig 5.23

Hotel Ansley
Architect: Brinton B. Davis
Completed 1913 | Destroyed 1972
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Fig 5.24

Fulton Hotel
Architect: Emil C. Seiz
Completed 1924 | Destroyed 1970

Fig 5.25

Century Building
Architect: Morgan and Dillon
Completed 1902 | Destroyed N/A

Fig 5.26

Piedmont Hotel
Architect: Willis F. Denny
Completed 1903 | Destroyed 1966
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Fig 5.27

Third National Bank
Architect: Morgan and Dillon
Completed 1907 | Destroyed 1968

Fig 5.28

First National Bank

Fig 5.29

Architect: Smith and Smith
Completed 1959 | Destroyed 2006

Fig 5.30

Fulton County Stadium
Architect: Heery, Heery and Finch
Completed 1966 | Destroyed 1997

Archives Building
Architect: A. Thomas Bradbury
Completed 1965 | Destroyed 2017

Fig 5.31

The Omni
Architect: T.V.S
Completed 1972 | destroyed 1997
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Fig 5.32

C&S Bank
Architect: Lord, Aeck & Sargent
Completed 1968 | Destroyed 1993
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Fig. 25
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Initial Design Sketches
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Fig 5.33

Fig 5.37

Steel

Wood Paneling

Fig 5.34

Fig 5.38

Concrete

Fig 5.35

Fig 5.39

Brick

Aluminum

Timber

Materiality
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Fig 5.36

Fig 5.40

Glass

Stone

Materiality Model
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Section 2: Practicum
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Chapter 6: Design Synthesis
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Atlanta: Reconstructing a Fractured History
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Interior Exhibit Space
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Zero Mile Post Exhibit Space
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Main Exhibit Zone

Main Exhibit Zone

Exterior Experience
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Archive Zone

Night Scene
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Night Scene
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Atlanta Visitors Center

ATLANTA

Under Ground
Atlanta

East Elevation
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ATLANTA

Atlanta Visitors Center

Under Ground
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South Elevation
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Cross Section
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Longitudinal Section
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ure

Spider Clip Detail
Aluminum
Mounting Bracket

Glass Curtain Wall System

Water Tight
Rubber Washer

Structural Roof Glazing

Steel Support
Hollow Steel Shaft
Stabilizing Screw Mount

Steel Fastening Arm

Interior Concrete
Shaft Connection

Double Pane Reflective
Thermal Glazing System

Air Space

Beam / Glass Connection Detail

Column / Roof Detail Connection
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Subterranean Floor Plan
Zero Mile Post Location
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Lower Wall
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MARTA

A: Main Lobby / Exhibit / Reception
B: Museum Administration / Security
C: Archive Center and Information

Atlanta Visitor Center

Ground Level Floor Plan
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Second Level Floor Plan
246

Scale: 1” = 40’-0”

Wall Street

DN
UP

UP
DN

Central A
venue

Pryor Street
Atlanta Visitors Center

Third Level Floor Plan
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Conclusion
It has been a great experience over the last year and a half exploring and
developing my thesis. During this journey of mine I have learned a great deal about
both architectural preservation as well as historical preservation. Parts of my
thesis involved investigating different ways were we can search for and recreate
what has been lost in time due to development, neglect, accidents, and natural
disaster. However, this thesis also explored ways in which historical and modern
architecture can coexist as one unit, that it be an entire city or a single building
such as a museum. My goal was to develop a museum that expresses the historical
significance of both old and new by combining fragments of the past and modern
design details and techniques. The overall design would create a vision of hope,
ambition, and promise for the development and design of our future while also
detailing our architectural past.
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